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(Discussion of paper topics)
The Critigue of e Reagon will be discussed in the first three
meetings, The Ebtaggxsicﬁi Foundation of Morals will be discussed

- in the second three meetings. he eighth meeting we will read

¥What is Enlightenment? and the Idea for a Universsl Historv, In
e ninvh meeting we will read A Critical Review of J. G. Hexrder's
Jdeag for a Philosoggf of Histo;E. In the tenth meeting %%e
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Con of Humgn History. In the eleventh meeting we
wil] and Practice of which only one part has been
translated in %%e Modern Library edition. There are three parts,
but as far as I know there is no English translation of the whole
which is regretable, In the twelfth meeting The End of %%; ggiﬁgs.u
The thirteenth meceting - Perpetual Peace. The text itself, And in
the fourteenth meeting the Appendix to Perpetual Peace which is
almost as long as the work itself., 1In the teenth meeting we
will read An 014 Question Raised %§§in. Now I will leave it at
that because I suppose that we wi ve to insert another dis-
- cussion meeting along the way and, therefore, we won't need a

. special paper for the sixteenth meeting,

Iet us begin at the beginning from things which are obvious to every
one of you. When people speak today of political issues they come
to speak sooner or later of two fundamentally different appraoches
Eo political things. The approaches are called Ldberalism and
onservatism, ILiberalism is understood here and now in contradis-
tinction to conservatism, This éistinction is sufficient for most
practical purposes, But to adwit this is tantamount to saying that
the distinction is not free from theoretical difficulties., These
theoretical difficulties are not barrent of practical consequences.

One. difficulty can be disposed of very easily. Most people are
liberal in some respects and conservative in others. A very moder-
ate liberal may not be distinguishable from a very moderate con-
servative, But this wvery assertion presupposes the existence at
least of the ideal type of the Liberal and the ideal type of the
Gonservative. Now ideal type - in case you have not read Max
Weber - means a construct for the purpose of analysis to which
nothing need correspond in reality., It stems fundamentally from
physics, but has been carried over to the social sciences. Yet
the ideal types are quite real in this particular case. Proof:
. no one would hesitate to call Barry Goldwater a Qonservative and
Wayne Morse a Liberal.

A Liberal can be said, as of now, to be a man who is for the war

against poverty and against the war in Vietnam while the Conserva-
tive is a man who is in favor of the war in Vietnam and against the
war against poverty, This I believe will be universall acceptable,

Now a somewhat deeper diffieculty comes to sight once we consider
the fact that Iiberalism and Conservatism have a common basis.
Both - are based on liberal democracy and, therefore, both are
opposed to Communism, Hence, their opposition does not seem to be




ndamental, ~Yet they differ profoundly in this very oppoeitig;
One can say that Liberalism agrees with Communism in a general: ws
as regards the ultimate goal, although it radically disagrees . L
with Communism as regards the ways and means toward that goal,::"The -
goal is the universal and classless society or to accept a formu- -~
lation proposed by Khruschev, the universal and homogeneous state,
Every adult human being is to be a full member of that state .- .
regardless of sex, race, ethnic origin or any other consideration.
The necessary and full title to citizenship in that state is =
supplied by one's being an adult, non-moronic human being for all:
such time that one is not in an insane asylum or a penitentiary. -

Now the ways and means according to Liberalism as distinguished
from Communism are these: The universal and homogeneous state is
to be achieved preferably by democratic, peaceful means, A%v any:
rate, without war although not necessarily without revolution,
revolutions backed by the sympathy and support of the majority of
the peoples concerned.

There is also some difference regarding the goal itself because a
Liberal would insist that in this state the right to criticize
measures and men of the government must be preserved. Even the man
at the top of the hierarchy - whatever his name may be - must be.
subjeet to criticism by the public. And this right of public
criticism must be granted to everyone, however humble and inarti-
culate he may be. '

Some might say that most lLiberals are much too pragmatic to aim
consciously at the universal state. After all, that is not'a
practical proposal in our time and age. They would be perfectly
satisfied with a federation of the now existing or soon emerging
gtates provided that these states submit to control by a truly
universal and greatly strenghthened United Nations, Still, this
would mean that they are concerned with the greatest possible

- approximation to the universal and homogeneous state, or that they .
- are guided by the ideal of the universal and homogeneous state,

an ideal which will never, perhaps, be fully actualized. Some
Liberals might object. to the term "ideal" on the grounds that the
universal and homogeneous state or the greatest possible approxi-
mation to it is a requirement of hard-headed politics and not to
be mistaken for an ideal, The universal and homogeneous state is
rendered possible or necessary by economic and technological
progress including the actual necessity of making thermonuclear
war impossible for all future times., And it is rendered necessary
and possible by the ever-increasing wealth of the advanced coun-
tries which are compelled by sheer self-interest to develop the
underdeveloped cowntries.

As for the still existing tension between the liberal democracies
and the communist countries that tension will be disposed of by
the ever-increasing welfarism in the liberal democracles and the
ever-increasing liberalism due to the demand for consumer goods

of all kinds in the communist states. I believe that I have not
said anything which you do not know by heart, but I have to remind
you of that.

Conservatism does not necessarily deny the necessity or the desire-
ability of larger political units than what one may call the
typical nation state of the 19th century. For good or ill, the
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Conservatives can no longer be imperialists. But there is no
reason why Conservatives should be opposed, for instance, to a
united Europe or perhaps even to NATO. Yet they are likely +to
understand such units differently from the Liberals. An outstand- N
ing European Conservative has spoken of , of the
Europe of the fatherlands. In other words, there should be &
larger unit, but the original units should, nevertheless, be pre-
served in decisive respects. Conservatism has a more favorable
inclination towards the particularistic and the heterogenecus than
the Liberals, a greater willingness to accept natural or historical
diversity. In this country, for example, the Conservatives are
more in favor of states! rights than the Liberals,

To the extent to which universalism in politics is based on the
universalism essential to reason, Conservatism is characterized by
a distrust of reason, parti¢ularly of what is called abstract
reason. But here we must raise this question: What precisely is
the virtue of diversity as such? After all, at first glance the
thing which would seem to be important would be human excellence,
and a human excellence as a universal goal for all mankind,

should there be a virtue in diversity as such? Diversity is, as

it were, taken care of by the mere fact that men are by nature so
greatly different, So the excellence of A will not be identical
with the excellence of B, But why this concern of the Conservatives
with diversity? DPerhaps the respect for diversity is rooted in the
respect for individuality. This is, at least, frequently said.

I do not think that we will succeed in drawing a clear line between
Conservatism and Liberalism on that ground., We remain somewhat
closer to what is noncontroversial by saying that the Conservatives!
greater and deeper regard for the natural, historical diversity

is rooted in their distrust of change. What is called, by the
Liberals, the stand backism of the Conservatives, i.e, their
sticking to the status quo.

The Liberals, in contrast, have less misgivings regarding change,
Liberals are more inclined than Conserwvatives to be sanguine re-
garding change, Liberals are inclined to believe that, on the
whole, change is change for the better, i.e, progress. As a matter
of fact - and here I mention something which must come as a novelty
to you - Liberals frequently are called Progressives. Progressiviem
is, indeed, a better term for the opposite to Conservativism than

is Liberalism for Conservativism is the desire to preserve because
of the distrust of change. Therefore the opposite of Conservativism
should be defined as the opposite posture towards change, towards

the future, One is thus tempted to say that Conservativism and
Progressivism are opposed to each other by their posture towards
change rather than by their substantive goals.

But this is not precise enough. Both Conservativism and Progres-
sivism agree that the change goes in the direction of the universal
or homogeneous state and it is for this reason that the Progres-
sivists applaud the change and the Conservatives fear it. This,
incidentally, would explain why Comservativism is on the whole
weaker than Progressivism or Liberalism. In other words, the
greater, stronger trend is in favor of this movement.,

The difficulty of defining clearly the opposition between Conserva-
tivism and ILiberalism is particularly great in this country because
this country came into being by virtue of a revolution which means
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of a violent change, a violent break with the past. And it is
quite interesting that one of the most conservative groups in this
country calls itself the Daughters of the American Revolution.

The opposition between Conservativism and ILiberalism was much clear-
er in the first half of the 19th century on the continent of Burope.
It 1s on the continent of Europe at this time that these two

parties opposed each other for the first time under these names,

On the one side there was throne and order~Comservativism., On the
other popular sovereignty and religion as a private affair, That
was the clear-cut, substantive difference.

In England, which is in between the European continent and this
country and not only geographically, the struggle between the

two opposing forces had already been decided against throne and
order in the 17th century - 1688. The Whigs versus the Tories.

And the Whigs -one can say with a slight exaggeration - were allied
with the Bank of England and the Tories with the throne and order.

Now, to reach full clarity about the issue which is conceiwed in
the contemporary conflict between Conservativism and Liberalism,
one would have to go back to 16th century England where this

issue started. This means in the first place, to the new politi-
cal philosophy or political science of Thomas Hobbes. This is
here only a bald assertion, but at the beginning of a course one
must make some assumptions and perhaps we have time to explain it
later. Yet one cannot stop at Hobbes, The analysis of Hobbes
political philosophy brings to light the fact that the primary
premise of the radical change which was effected by Hobbes, was
stated or established by Machiavelli., Here I refer again to the
fifteenth chapter of Machiavelli's Prince which is only one or
two pages. Those who have not read it are requested to do so.
What Machiavelli proposes there is roughly this. Political philoso-
- phy hitherto was guided by how men ought to live. This led to
the consequences.that traditional political philosophy culminated
in the description of or demand for imaginary principalities or
imaginary kingdoms or republics. This means regimes which are
not necessarily actual. That it is a good analysis of traditional
political philosophy can easily be proven by the study of Plato
and Aristotle, The good society is the society directed toward
virtue, toward human excellence, and this good society - if taken
strictly - is not necessarily actual, and the chances are that it
will not be actual beecause virtue is not such a powerful incentive
most of the time,

Against this Machiavelli demands that we should take our bearings
by how men do live, not by how they ought to live. In other
words, Machiavelli says that if you want to have some reasonable
order of human things you should not aim as high as, say, Aristotle
did and as the churchmen did. You must lower your standards. A
simple example: +the most famous version of the traditional doc-
trine in Hobbes' time was the natural law doctrine especially as
developed by Thomas Aquinas., According to that teaching there are
three kinds of natural inclinations: self-preservation, sociality,
and knowledge of God or knowledge in general. What Hobbes did

was to forget about the two higher things and understand civil
society as perfectly intelligible on the basis of the lowes%, i.c.
sélf-preservation in the belief that the lowest was the most



s

effective, That is that most people most of the time don't wish
to be killed and they have a very strong aversion to being killed,
Whereas their altiuistic desire is not so powerful most of the
time. Hobbes tried to build political science on a low, but solid
ground and this is a thought which had tremendous effects.

One can also say in describing Hobbes'! view that he was the first
political thinker who was a political hedonist identifying the
good with the pleasant. But he was political, whereas classical
hedonists were not political thinkers,

Here at this moment I will mention Kant for the first time, although
he has been on my mind all the time, What Kant did was to restore
the high moral level and tone of classical political philosophy,
perhaps even surpassing the classics in this respect. Thus we
can say that Kant, more than anyone else - became the founder
of a moral - severely moral - liberalism in contradistinction bo
the hedonistic or utilitarian 1iberalism founded by Hobbes, This
needs an obvious qualification which I will mention immediately.
It goes without saying that the tradition founded by Socrates,
Plato and Aristotle did not die out by virtue of the act of
Machiavelli or even of Hobbes. In the first place, the Catholic
tradition preserved the older view. But even in the Protestant
cultures it proved to be necessary very soon to restore the older
tradition to the extent that it was compatible with Protestantism.
One great example is Richard Hooker who rewrote with very minor
changes as far as political philosophy proper is concerned, the
teaching, This was, of course, also true in Germany
and here the greatest name which one would have to mention is

that Christian s & name which we will find when reading Kant.
Of course, there are other men, for example, Shaftsberry who
tried to preserve or restore the tradition against Hobbves,

Locke and so on,

-~ Hitherto I have spoken of how a simple reflection on our political
situation leads us to Kant., Let me now say a few words of how a
simple reflection on political science - which is not the same as
the political situation - leads to Kant. Politieal science, as
you all know, is a part of the social sciences and, therefore,
according to its eclaim, value-free, It is based on the distinction
between fact and value, Factual judgements are the legitimate
sphere of social science, but wvalue judgements transcend that
sphere, The distinction between facts and values is a modification
of the older distinction between is and ought, The distinction
between is and ought was classically stated by Kant, but according
to Kant there is rational knowledge - knowledge of the ought.

This is denied by the social scientists. According to the social
scientists there cannot be knowledge of the true values, They
don't exist, In other words, according to social science, all
values are equal before the tribunal of reason and, hence, of the
social sciences., The scientific understanding of political

things or social things is preceded by the pre-scientific under-
standing of them, the common sense understanding of them, or the
citizen's understanding of them. This common sense understanding
is not simply superceded by the scientific understanding or trans-
formed into scientific understanding. In the decisive respeect the
pre-scientific understanding survives intact as a basis of scienti-
fic understanding. In other words, our ordinary citizen's under-
standing of political things is not something like a hat which we
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leave with the girl before we enter a restaurant, in this case the
social science building, but it is with us all the time. There is
a very simple proof of that which I have used n times and I ask the
older students among you to forgive me for repeating it. When you
set out - not in this department - but, say, in social science,

to make some field studies and to find answers to questions, mno
one will tell you that you should ask only human beings and not
dogs, cats, trees and so on. It goes without saying. And, still
more strange, no one tells you how to distinguish a human being
from a dog, a cat, or a tree, That is simply presupposed. TYou
can say that it belongs to those things which are a matter of
course, but these are exactly the problematic things which are
taken for granted without any consideration. Now this common
sense understanding on which all scientific understanding is

based is unaware of the fact/value distinction. As you can easily
see the statements: This man is a crook or this is a corrupt
machine., These are as much factual statements for the citizens as
the statement that there are so and so many millions of people in
the city of Chicago. It would seem then, that a return to the
common sense understanding would free us from the absurdities which
follow from the assumptions that all values are equal,

Here we are confromt ed with a great difficulty. Namely, that the
common sense understanding is wvariable. The present-day common
sense is not the common sense of the age of Queen Victoria, and
still less the common sense of the Middle Ages and so on and so
on, In a word, the common sense is radically historical. If this
is so, there cannot be the walue system, the true concept of the
good society., Therefore, political philosophy in any serious sense
of the word is impossible. We must face this difficulty. We must
try to reach clarity about this question: Is philosophy and, in
particular political philosophy, cssentially historical or not?
Therefore, in order to understand this question we must have the
greatest possible clarity about these two alternatives - the fun-
damentally historical political rhilosophy and the fundamentally
non-historical politieal philosophy., This requires in the first
place an understanding of Plato and Aristotle whosge political
philosophy cannot said to be historical in any serious sense.

Eant is of particular importance as regards this question, Accord-
ing to Kant, there is the true moral and political doctrine valid
for man as man, just as earlier thinkers all had thought., TYet
there is a difference., ILet us read the heading of the last section
of the Critigue of Pure Reason: The History of Pure Reason.

Is it imaginable that Aristotle or Plato would have-spoken of

a history of pure reason? Would you read that please?

Student: "This title stands here only in order to indicate one
remaining division of the system which future workers must complete,
I content myself with casting a cursory glance from a purely
transcendental point of view., Namely, that of the nature of pure
reason. in the works of those who have labored in this field,

a glance which reveals many stately structures, but in ruins only.
It is a very notable fact, although it could not have been other-
wise, that in the infancy of philosophy men began where we should
incline to end, namely with the knowledge of God, occupying them
with the hope or rather with the specific nature of another world.
However gross the religious concepts generated by the ancient
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practices . « «» And here I find that there are three issues in
regard to which the most noteworthy changes have taken place in
the course of the resulting controversy,"

3trauss: Let us stop here. Kant speaks of the fundamental alter-
natives regarding metaphysics, and he treats them as essentially
coeval, not as historical in other words. ILet us read now the
last paragraph of the Critigue of Pure Reason.

Student: As regards those who adopt a scientific method. They
have the choice of proceeding either dogmatically or skeptically.
But in any case they are under obligation to proceed systematically.
I may cite the celbrated Wolf as a representative of the former
mode of procedure, and David Hume as a representative of the latter,
and may, then, in conformity with my present purpose leave all
others unnamed. The critical path alone is still open.

Strauss: The critical in contradistinction to the dogmatic and
the skeptical, Yes?

Student: If the reader ham the courtesy and the patience to
accompany me along this path, he may now judge for himself whether
if he cares to lend his aid in making this path into a high road
It may not be possible to achieve before the end of the present
century what many centuries have not been able to acoomplish,
Namely, to secure for human reason the complete satisfaction in

regard to that with which it has all along so eagerly occupied
itself,™

Strauss: So in other words, the perfect satisfaction of reason

is imminent. There is, then, something like a history of progress,
of a single process leading from original barbarism and obscuran-
tism to the complete satisfaction of reason. To appreciate this
fact, let us contrast it with the parallel in Aristotle. Meta-
physics, Book , 1074B, 1-14, Please read that.

Reader: "Our forefathers in the most remote ages have handed down
to their posterity the tradition in the form of a myth that these
bodies are gods and that*

Strauss: By"these bodies™ he means the heavenly bodies,

Student: "And that the divine encloses the whole of nature. The
rest of the tradition has been added later in mythical form with
a view to the persuasion of the multitude and to its legal and
utilitarian expediency., They say these gods are in the form of
men like some of the other animals and they say other things
consequent on and similar to these which we have mentioned."

Stréuss: In other words, the common view of the times ., . . Yes?

Headexr: "If one were to separate the first point from these addi-
tions and take it alone, that they thought the first substances to
be gods, one must regard this as an inspired utterance and reflect
that, while each art and each science has often been developed as
far as possible and has again perished, these opinions with others
have been preserved until the present like relics of the ancient
treasure. Only thus far, then, is the opinion of our ancestors
and our earliest predecessors clear to us."
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France and England. This much about some vf the reasdna why our
present concerns lead us to the common concern with Kant. Those
concerns our ours are, however, not Kent's concerns. They are
not his primary and overriding concern.

What, then, was Kant's concern? We can say without the fear of
being contradicted immediately that Kant was concerned with the
metaphysics and ethics, but in such a way that ethics was no
longer to be understood as based on metaphysics, but rather the
basis of metaphysics,

Now let us read some other statements of Kant. You see we have to
do quite a bit of original readings. In the Modern Library edition,
if you will turn to page 42 you will find a statement of Kant

which is quite clear,

Reader: "Since the attempts of Locke and Leibnitz, or rather

since the first rise of metaphysics . . . and all its pretended
a_priori knowledge nothing but common experiences mislabeled; which
is to say that no such thing as cause and effect exists at all."

Strauss: ILet us go on to page 45, the second paragraph.

Student: "If readily confess that the reminder of David Hume . . .
on can bring it further than was possible for the acute man whom
one has to thank for the original sparks of its light."

Strauss: Let us stop here. So this sentence challenges the re-
flections of David Hume, although it was exactly that which inter-
rupted many years ago the dogmatic slumber and "gave to my investi-
gations in the field of speculative philosophy an entirely dif-
ferent direction."™ So important was Hume to Kant, In order to

get some notion of the purport of this statement, let us consider
the following thing. What had happened in the 18th century -
speaking especially of Protestant Germany but not only there -

was the apparent victory of the rationalistic enlightenment over
revetted religion., There were two kinds of such rationalism: the
moderate one preponderant in the universities and the greatest man
among them was Christian wolff to whom I referred before. This
moderate view accepted the notion of a natural or rational theology,
demonstrations of the existence of God and so on as an evidently -
possible thing. There was also a radical enlightenment which is
presented most obviously by Voltaire and which was much more skep-
tical regarding rational theology. Then there was, as it were, to
the left of Voltaire materialistic atheism of some French writers,
Behind this radical enlightenment there is one outstanding figure
and that is Hobbes. So either the moderate or the radical rationa-
alism were definitely victorious prior to Kant.

Hume is not exactly opposed to that rationalism. In other words,
Hume is not exactly an orthodox Christian., But the important
point in Hume which had such a deep influence on Kant is this:
That Hume questioned the basis of that rationalism, The key point
mentioned by Kant is causality is not rational. Hence, of course,
the demonstration of the existence of God as the first cause
cannot be rational., Humé questions - and that is' the way'in whiech.
Kant understodd’ him - both metaphysics as a rational science and
natural science at the same time, Whether Hume was fully aware of
this indication is another matter. That is the way in which Kant
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understood him, We have to consider for a moment the general
character of Kant's reply to Hume. Kant's diagnosis -~ if one can
use that term - of the situation is this: Both the dogmatists of
the past including Leibniz and Locke, and that skeptic David Hume
had overlooked one kind of judgements, There are, according to
Kant, first two kinds of judgements which he calls analytical and
synthetic, Analytical judgement is a judgement in which the
predicate is implied in the subject, Say, all bodies are extended.
That is an analytical judgement because "body" when you analyze

it is extended. But, say, some cats are black. That, on the
other hand, is a synthetic judgement because the concept of "cat"
does not imply the concept of "blackness." 7You all know that there
may be white and ginger cats, for example., The analytic judgement
causes no serious problems because, since they only spell out

what is implied in the subject concept, their truth or untruth is
fully guaranteed by the principle of contradiction., You contra-
diet yourself if you say that there are bodies which are not ex-
tended,

In the synthetic judgements, as we have seen in the casg. of the

. cat, the statement, "Some cats are black" is not guaranteed by the
principle of contradiction because to say, "Some cats are not
black is not a self-contradictory assertion, It is vouched for
by egferience. We look around among cats and find that some ecats
are acCK,

According to Kant's intepretation, pre-Kantian philosophy admitted
only these kinds of judgement, And, then, for example, causality
would have no basis because causality would not be an analytical
judgement, That every event should have a cause is not an analy-
tical statement. There is no contradiction in asserting that there
are events which have no cause, That was the point which Hume
had made. Nor can it be based on experience because experience
can only tell us that as far as I have seen I found that every
event had a cause, but how few cases of events did we investigate.
Therefore the universality of that proposition cannot be based on
“experience. The great difficulty which is still with us up to the
present day.

Kant, therefore, makes a distinction between two kinds of synthetic
judgements, Synthetic judgements which are derivative from ex-
perience - some cats are black - no problem, And another kind of
synthetic judgements which are not derivative from experience

and, therefore, can be universally valid for ever and ever. And
that is synthetic judgements a priori, as Kant calls it. That

is the key assertion of Kant and, in a way, the whole understanding
of Kant's philosophy turns around this assertion that there are
synthetic judgements a_ priori.

You could read, for example, paragraph 2 in the Prolegomens and
the corresponding passage in the Introduction to the Critigue of
Pure Reason on page 24 of the Modern Library edition and fol-
lOWing .

So there are, then, according to Kant synthetic judgements a

priori - judgements which are not merely implied in the concept
of the subject nor based on experience. Rather, they have this
peculiarity: +that they are limited only to making possible the

whole sphere of experience., What Kant calls the phenomenal warld,

5
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We cannot understand and investigate phenomenal things without
presupposing such synthetic judgements a priori. On the other
hand, the application of synthetic judgements a priori is strictly
limited to the phenomenal world, In other words, physics has a
solid basis - natural science altogether has a solid basis -
contrary to Hume's assertion that causality is derivative from
some assoclation of ideas and, therefore, doesn't have a solid
ground. But metaphysics is impossible because metaphysics does
not deal with the phenomenal world, but with things transcending
the phenomenal world, Xant calls it things in themselves as
distinguished from the phenomenal.,

S0 the Critique of Pure Reason both establishes and limits the
competence of science, We might perhaps look at paragraph 36 of
the Prolegomena., Read the heading first,

Reader: "How is Nature itself Possible?"
Strauss: And then toward the end,

Reader: "The intellect does not derive its laws (a priori) from
nature but prescribes them to nature."” ’

Strauss: That is the key assertion of the Critique of Pure Reason
as a whole. The very concept of nature originates in the human
understanding. Some of you who read Nietsche'!s view that physics-
modern physics-is only one interpretation of the world among many.
This presupposes Kant's Critique of Pure Reason. EKant, ef course,
says that Victorian physics is the intexrpretation of the world
among many, but nature originates in human understanding.

Nature is questioned by Kant in his theoretical philosophy, in the
Critigue of Pure Reason., And this leads to the questioning of
human nature as the basis of ethics as we will see by and by,

But, however important Hume was for Kant, there was another pre-
Kantian thinker who was even more important for him, Metaphysics
the science of God, the soul and the world, as it was understood
in Kant's time - implies from the very beginning the wiew that
the theoretical or contemplative life is the highest life., This
was not admitted by Hume, Naturally not, because there was no
metaphysics for Hume, Nor was it admitted by Hobbes for similar
reasons, But metaphysics implies the supremacy of the theoretical
1life 'Y

Now let us hear an utterance of Kant which suffers for credence
because Kant never published this in his lifetime, This was
found among relatively early notes of Kant after his death, I
will try to translate this from the German, "I am an enquirer"

I do not want to use the term "researcher" after the degradations
his work has undergone, "I am an enquirer from inclination, I
feel the whole thirst for knowledge and the greedy unrest to make
advances in that are also the contenledness as every progress.
There was a time when I believed all this couwld make out the
glory of mankind and I despise the vulgar which knows of nothing"
meaning which has no theoretical interest of any kind. Now comes
the key sentence. "Rousseau has brought me into the right

shape. This imagined on blind preference" - namely of the in-
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quirers above the non-inquirers, disappears, I learned to honor
men and I would regard myself as much more useless than the
common laborers if I did not believe that this reflection" - the
consideration in which he engages - " could give all others a
value to restore or to establish the rights of mankind." That is
a remarkable statement and this obviously goes much further than
the praise of Hume in the Prolegomens which we have read,

Kant refers here implicitly to Rousseau's so-called First Dis-
courge in which Rousseau asserts that the progress of science and
the arts has not contributed to the moral improvement of men,
but rather to the moral decay of men., The standard for Rousseau
is here virtue meaning moral virtue or, as he also says, the
conscience, Therefore he questions the arts and sciences from
the point of view of morality, The argument of this First Dis-
course is very complex and I cannot possibly state it here. 1
have tried to disentangle the wvarious threads in Natural Right
and History pages 255-63. According to Rousseau, moralily is
supreme, and morality is here understood, as is clear from the
passage I quoted, as respect for the rights of mankind, Ac-
cording to Rousseau, however, morality is still based on meta-
physics and this seems to distinguish him from Kant, Rousseau
said himself that his greatest and best work is the Emile or

On Education. In that work there occurs a section called "The
Prorfession of Faith of the Savoyan Vicer."! There this vicar
gives a proof of the existence of God, the immortality of the
soul and the freedom of the will. From these fundamental verities
of a metaphysical nature, the vicar deduces maxims for his con-
duct and rules which he must preseribe +to himself in order to
fulfill his destiny on earth according to the will of Ged. Yet
these rules, as well as the premises from which they are derives,
do not stem from a "high philosophy," but they are engraved in
the hearts of men by nature in the conscience as distinguished
from reason. There are innate principles of justice and wirtue
which have the character of sentiments in contradistinetion +o
judgements or ideas which come from without. Sentiments come
from within., They are matters of faith. Without faith, no
genuine virtue. It is explicitly stated. There are lovers by
nature of virtue and doing well, the common good, or to the
whole whose center is God in contradistinction to self-interest,
They are pleasures of the soul in contradistinction to the plea-
sure of the senses, This vicar who makes this long speech
teaches natural religion as distinguished from positive or real
religion, He rejects positive religien insofar as positive re-
ligion claims to be of divine origin and obligatory for all men.
In other words, in a subsidiary fashion, he has nothing against
that.

There are also other heresies committed by the vicar. For example,
he doubts that the world was created out of nothing., He ques-
tions the reasonableness of prayer, etc, Yet this man is out-
wardly a Catholic priest who keeps his faith or his infidelity
secretly., His faith is based not on reason, but on the sentiment.
It is admittedly opposed by insoluble objections, but the heart

and the sentiment 1is so strong that it is not affected by these
objections, But the most imporitant consideration is this: Is

the profession of faith of the vicar Rousseau's own profession of
faith?
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I will say only one word about the context, Emile, an ordinary
man who has been brought up by Rousseau and has never heard even
the very word "God" throughout his childhood. That is because .
nothing should be said which the boy does not understand from his
own experience., Then he reaches sexual maturity and the question
arises @&s to whether he will be able to withstand the torrent of
passion on the basis of these principles of conduct which he
acquired as a non-mature human being. In this context religion
and its sanction is introduced: So this much about the very
questionable chracter which the metaphysics has acquired already
in Rousseau. I cannot go further into that.

I must, however, say something more about Rousseau and no neces-
sarily about the Savoyan vicar, but about the Social Contract.

I will do this next time. Because without some inkling of what
Rousseau was after one does not have the proper access to Kant.




Seminar on Xant: Session II
April 6, 1967

I explained last time that we are planning to discuss Xant and
the philosophy of history. More Precisely, What is it that
prevents Kant from making the philosophy of history a part of
his system? This question is all the more urgent as the philo-
sophy of history has occupied Kant's thought as we see from
some of the titles of the éssays in this volume which I put on
the reading list.

Before we can settle this question we must have a general idea
of what Kant's concern is, What is the concern peculiar to
Kant? We will get the first inkling of this by listening to

what he says on the two older contemporaries to whom he owed
most. These men were Hume and Rousseau. OFf Hume he said that
he had awakened him from the dogmatic slumber. Hume had done
this by questioning the rational character of the principle of
causality and, therewith, the rational character of science.
Kant's reply has this general character: +that there are a kind
of judgements which haven't been scen as such - the synthetic
Jjudgements a priori. And the principle of causality together
with other principles of this kind belong to these fundamental
Judgements a priori. These Judgements are universally and neces-
sarily valid for all pPossible experience, but only for all
possible experience, Therefore Science is possible as a radically
rational pursuit, whereas theoretical metaphysics is impossible
because it goes beyond the limit of all possible experience.

I add the eptithet "theoretical." Tt is, in a way, redundant.
Metaphysics is, by its nature, theoretical. The metaphysics
which Kant particularly has in mind is the doctrine of God, the
world, and the soul. I use the term "theoretical" in an antici-
patory way because Kant asserts that metaphysics is possible on
a practical moral basis.

This brings me to the second of these great men to whom Kant
refers - Rousseau, Kant says that Rousseau brought him into the
right shape which is something more than awakening him from the
dogmatic slumber, Rousseau questioned what was taken for granted
by the whole tradition of metaphysics, the supremacy of the
theoretical life, and asserted the supremacy of the moral or
practical life, a key point in Kant's thought as we will see very
soon.

There is a very complicated question into which I cannot £0 now:
Whether there have ever been thinkers who asserted the supremacy
of the moral life prior to Kant. The name of Socrates will come
to mind almost immediately. I cannot g0 into that now.

The question which we have to address to Rousseau especially is:
What is the basis of the supremacy of the moral life? After all,
the mere assertion will not help. We receive an answer from
Rousseau's most explicit and lengthy metaphysical statement,

"The Profession of Faith of the Savoyan Vicar," Here, indeed, we
find that morality is derived from metaphysics, i.e. theoretical
metaphysics, But this theoretical metaphsics is greatly modified
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and mollified, It is no longer that proud science taught at
universities, but something rather humble located in the heart
of everyone rather than in the intellect.

This solution was, of course, unacceptable to Kant because it
left the status of metaphysics unclear. Yet Rousseau delineated
an alternative in his Social Contract and this alternative we
have to discuss very briefly. I mentioned towards the end of the
last class that it is very doubtful whether one can identify

the Savoyan vicar and his profession of faith with Rousseau,
After all, the Savoyan vicar is a character of Rousseau and not
Rousseau. It is, I think you can say, similar to Hamlet to
Shakespeare, There are also other reasons which make it doubtful,
Therefore let us consider briefly the Social Contract,

In "The Profession of Faith" it was made clear that there is a
radical difference between self love and love of the whole or
love of order. The whole could be the society and it could be
ultimately the universe. The social contract is based unmista-
kably on self love along in the form of self-preservation.

Here Rousseau simply follows Hobbes, Just as in Hobbes, the
sélfepréservation-is.understood as most clearly visible, as it
were, in the state of nature. That is also a Hobbian thought.
The state of nature - the state antedating all human institut-
tions - is according to Hobbes, pre-social, but rational. These
are rational creatures who have not yet made the social contract.
According to Rousseau, however, man in the state of nature,
because he is pre-social, is also pre-rational., As he puts it,
man is a stupid animal, Now this creates a great difficulty.
How can natural right - the right belonging to the state of

nature - be the standard of human action if man in the state of
nature is a stupid animal?

Rousseau would probably have an answer to this question along
these lines: The desire for self-preservation affects all
living beings, not only men, But whereas the other living beings
are concerned with self-preservation, man alone can know this
and, therefore, try consistently to act on that principle which
brutes cannot do.

However this may be, there is another difference between Rousseau
and Hobbes of which Rousseau was fully aware and we should read
that. The Social Contract, Part I, Chapter 6. Rousseau gives
here in the fourth paragraph the formula which the Social Con-
tract-has to solve, Will you read that?

Readery  "This difficult question may be restated in terms
appropriate to my inquiry as follows: 'Is a method of associ-
ating discoverable which will defend and protect with all the
collective might the person and property of each associate, and
in virtue of which each associate, though he becomes a member of
the group, nevertheless obeys only himself and remains as free
as before?'" '

Strauss: In.other words,. whils, becoming a member of society he
should remain as free as he was in the state of nature., Yes?
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Reader: "This is the problem - a basic one - for which the
Social Contract provides a solution., The terms of this contract

are dictated by the nature . . . and the association would thus
become useless if not tyrannical."

Strauss: Let us stop here. Here the difference between Rousseau
and Hobbes is crucial. For Hobbes preserves the natural liberty
of the subjects in the civil state. Leviathan, Chapter 21,
Rousseau demands that there be a complete surrender of all rights
and forces of every individual to society for which he has been
called a totalitarian. Whether this is fair or not we will see
later. Rousseau's point is this: If you preserve natural rights
within society against society as Hobbes and, of course, Locke
too had said, then you have in principle a state of anarchy
because then you will be the judge also of your natural rights,
and your judgement may disagree with that of society., The only
way out, according to Rousseau, is to construct society according
to natural right so that there will be no appeal possible to
natural right. Society cannot possible infringe upon the natural
Tight of man and therefore a complete reconciliation of the
individual and society is achieved, A society constructed
according to natural right is a society in which everyone is
subject to the positive law and must have a say in the making of
that law., Say, in an absolute monarchy no one except the king -
and he is not subject to the law - no one but he has a say in
the making of the law., In qualified republics many people are
subject to the law without having had a say in its making. But
in a democracy, and especially in a direct democracy which
.Rousseau has in mind, there is no one who has not had his say

in the making of the law who is subject to the law.

Rousseau's conclusions lead up to extraordinary statements, For
example in Part II, Chapter III the key point is this, and Rous-
seau must not say less than this without contradicting himself
blatantly. In such a society there cannot be unjust laws,
Hobbes said the same, but he could not consistently maintain i%
because he was forced to make a distinction between, let us say,
inequitable laws and unjust laws. Every law is just, but some
laws may be inequitable, This is really just a semantic solu-
tion. In Rousseau's Book:  1II - would you read that?

Reader: "It follows from the above that the general will is
always. well-intentioned, that is that it always looks to the
publie good., It does not follow, however, that the people's
deliberations are invaridbly and to the same extent what they
ought-to be, Men always will what is good for them, but do not
always see what is good for them., The people is never corrupted
but is frequently misinformed, And only when it is misinformed
does it give the appearance of willing what is bad for it. I%
often happens that the will of everybody because it is looking
to private. interest and is thus merely a sum of particular
wills is something quite different from the general will which
looks exclusively to the common interest,” '

Strauss: Let us stop here. Thank you very much, So there is,
then, in Rousseau - as he admits - that even under the best
conditions there is a tension between the private good and the
common gaod. Calculation may tell me that I could not preserve
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myself in the state of nature as well as I can preserve myself
within society. But there are all kinds of complications, For
example, quite a few people are trying to defraud the government
of taxes, although they know very well that without taxes there
would be no police and so on. So the tension between the public
good and the private good remains, Regarding this point, let

us read another section in the first part of the Social Contract,
Chapter VIII.

Reader: "Concerning the Civil State. The transition from the

state of nature to the civil state produces a quite remarkable

transformation within man, That is, it substitutes justice for
instinet as the controlling factor in his behavior and confirms
upon his actions a moral significance which they have"

Strauss: No, no, That is "the morality which they lacked before,"
In other worés, man in the state of nature did not have morality.,
That comes into being only with the emergence of civil society.

Reader: "Only when this transformation has come about does the
veice of duty take the place of physical motivation and law that
of appetite, Only then, therefore, does man who hitherto has -
considered himself alone find himself obliged to act on other
principles."

Strauss: Forced., Because obliged has a certain moral connotation
which force does not have to have., Yes?

Reader: "forced to act on other principles and to consult his
reason before + o , and made out of a stupid and dull-witted
animal an intelligent being, a man."

Strauss: So great is the difference between the civil state and
the state of nature. He was not yet a man before and the most
important thing which he acquired is morality because previously
he was concerned only with his own good and that is no% immoral,
but amoral or premoral, Now &0 on.

Reader: "Let us reduce the items on each side of the ledger to
terms easy to compare., Man loses through the social contract
his natural liberty along with an unlimited right to anything
that he is tempted by and can get."

Strauss: So that is what Hobbes says. That this right men have
in the state of nature., Yes?

Reader: "He gains civil liberty along with all he possesses.
Lest we fail to grasp the extent of his gains, however, we must
distinguish sharply between natural liberty which is limited
only by the individual's own powers and civil liberty which is
limited by the general will,"

Strauss: The general will which expresses itself in law., Yes?

Reader: "As also upon possession which rests either upon might
or upon the right of the first occupant, and ownership which can
have no basis other than positive title"

¢



Strauss: DPositive title derivative from positive law., Yes?

Reader: "Nor is that all, One might add to the gains from the
civil state that of moral freedom,"

Strauss: Moral liberty in contradistinction to natural or civil
liberty. Yes?

Reader: "in the absence of which nothing can make man truly his
own master. For just as motivation by sheer appetite is slavery,
so obedience to self-imposed law is liberty."

Strauss: So thaf is the formula fertile in consequence which will
appear with very great emphasis in Kant, Obedience to the law
which one has prescribed to onself is liberty.

In a way this is also true of civil liberty insofar as in a
decent civil society you are subject only to laws %0 the making
of which you have contributed. But we know that this is not
necessarily true because you may be voted down. But, in a formal
way, the same could be said to be true also of civil liberty.

We must remember the point that there is no morality in the state
of nature. ' : .

How does this all work out in civil society itself? An ordinary
calculation of our advantages will induce us to join civil
society. But how are we going to behave in civil society? How
are we going to act as citizens? The acts of the citizens and
the fundamental acts for all civil society are the acts of
legislation., How are we going to vote? For or against the bill?
And why is this voting for a bill of such crucial importance?

Let us take a simple example., Someone proposes a law prohibiting
all taxes. Our self-interest is surely in favor of it., I don't
want to pay taxes. But then I make a simple reflection. I say
to myself, “If no one were to pay taxes how could we build roads
and 80 on and so on," Now what do I do in this simple step? I
have transformed my desire into a proposed law. I have given the
object of my desire the form of a law., Then it is no longer,

"I don't want to pay taxes," but "no one should pay taxes." This
awakens me from my egoistic slumber. So this is the key point.
We begin to think morally at the moment we begin to think of the
objeects of desire in terms of a universal law., Here we don't
need any other principles of natural law, natural inclinations
and what have you. The mere act of universalization or rather
generalization of our desires makes clear the irrationality of
many of our desires and, therewith, the immorality of them., This
is of crucial importance for Kant's moral doctrine. The form

of law guarantees the rationality of law.

However, as Rousseau will make clear in his book which we cannot
read now, this is not quite sufficient, Some other conditions
have to be fulfilled and they are stated at length in the
Social Contract. We would have: to give a seminar on the Social
Contract. :
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Now let us return to Kant., Let us cast a glance at Kant's
Critique of Metaphysics and, therefore, at the Critigue of Pure
Reason. First the plan of the work to get a very crude notion
of what it is about. The Critique of Pure Reason if we disregard
the Introduction, consists of two chief parts, first - as it is
here translated - "The Transcendental Doctrine of Elements," and
then "The Transcendental Doctrine of Method." The former is the
larger part. "The Transcendental Doctrine of Elements” is sub-
-divided into two parts, "Transcendental Aesthetic" and "Trans-
cendental Analytic." "The Transcendental Analytic" - no, I am
sorry. 1 was mistaken, It is "The Transcendental Aesthetic!
and "Transcendental Logic," Then the "Logic™ is subdivided into
"Transcendental Analytic" and "Transcendental Dialectic.," The
section which we will discuss first today is taken from the
"Iranscendental Dialectic,"

One question arises immediately. What does '"transcendental"
mean? This is obviously the key term here. Kant uses the term
"transcendental" frequently synonomously with "transcendent" and
then it means simply transcending the sensual world. But, never-
theless, he makes a distinction between "transcendental" and
"transcendent." This distinctive meaning of "transcendental" is
the only one of importance to us.

Let us look at the Modern Library edition, page 36 through 37.

Reader: This is Section VII. "I entitle transcendental all
knowledge which is occupied not so much with objects as with the
mode of knowledge of objects in so far as this mode of knowledge
is to be possible g priori. A system of such concepts might be
entitled transcendental philosophy."

Strauss: That is enough for our purpose mow., In other words,
"transcendental"” is not the knowledge of objects - like physics,
medicine etc. Rather it has to do with our mode of knowing
objects insofar as that knowledge is supposed to be a priori.
So_he does not deal with our knowledge 2 posteriori, our empiri-
cal knowledge of objects. This is the Tirst definition which
Kant gives,

We see already here that the sphere of the transcendental is, for
all practical purposes identical with that of the synthetic
judgements g priori. One can explain what Kant means with a
term not used by t, but stemming somehow from the Kantian
tradition. The transcendental knowledge is the knowledge of the
fundamental project originating in the humen mind by virtue of
which we can organize, let us say, sense data so that they make
sense, This is the key theme of the Critique of Pure Reason, but
with the understanding that for Kant himself it was still a
question of whether there cannot be metaphysics as a science
consisting of synthetic judgements a priori and Kant has to show
he impossibility of that metaphysics. This is the function of
Bhat division called "Transcendental Dialectic." The distinction
between analytics and dialectics goes back to Aristotle. But
in Kant's view dialectics has a much lower status than it has in
Aristotle and it can be compared to the status of sophistry in
Aristotle. But it is not a sophistry in the way Aristotle dis-
cussed, i.ec, something arbitrary. Rather it is the natural
sophistry of the human mind,
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The Critique of Metaphysics deals with three ideas of reason,
Idea does not mean what it meant in Descartes and Locke and Hume
and so on. It had reaquired something of the Platonic meaning,
I will perhaps say a word about that. There is an old distinction
between the understanding and reason. In Iatin it is and
e In Greek it is and « This is the
Platonic-Aristotelian distinctIon., There 1s & kind of intellec—
tual intuition if one can say that, a grasp of ideas to take the
simple, Platonic example - sy l.e, understanding, And then
there is a faculty in man which operates with these insights and
also with sensible things known through sense perception, Reason-
ing. So_there is an understanding of the higher. That has been
completely changed, In order to understand that the change, we
must look at the Leviathan, Chapter IV and V, and what Hobbes
says there about understanding and reason. _

Understanding has nothing to do with ideas, but with notions,
concepts and, ultimately, words, This is, of course, nothing to
be proud of, That is only a tool for understanding and not true
understanding. The genuine, true understanding is that which

- comes from the use of these tools, and that is reason. So, then,
reason has a much higher status,

Kant accepts this modern view and for Kant reason is higher than
the understanding. The understanding is by its nature limited to
the field of experience, sense experience, But reason transcends
that. Now this transcendence is not in every respect a fault.

It is even necessary to transcend and that is what Kant means
when he speaks of ideas of reason. These ideas have a certain
function, but not a directly cognitive function. The function of
the ideas of reason is much clearer in the moral field as we will
see, but they also have some function in the theoretical field.

There are three ideas of reason according to Kant. On page 391 B-
but we cannot possibly read that., I will only mention this, that
these three ideas of reason led prior to Kant (as Kant asserts) to
three alleged sciences: rational psychology, i.e. not empirical
psychology, cosmology and theology. Therefore, Kant is impelled
to engage in a critique of rational psychology - for-all practical
purposes a proof of the immortality of the soul - rational cosmolo-
£Y, and rational theology - the doctrine of God,

Now in the case of rational psychology and rational theology the
situation-ls relatively simple. Pure reason cannot prove the
immortakity of the soul and thc existence of God., XRant tries to
show theé-weakness of the demonstrations. That is a clear-cut
situation because it implies already that while theoretical reason
cannot prove the immortality of the soul and the existence of God,
the existence of God and the immortality of the soul are possible
assertions. Theoretical reason cannot establish them, but for the
same reason it cannot refute them,

Much graver is the situation in the case of rational cosmology.

In this case we arive at antimonies meaning that two contradictory
theses which we must make are both demonstrable, ILet us look at
the formulation of the antimonies. The first is on page 454 in B.
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Reader: '"The First Conflict of the Transcendental Ideas. Thesis:

The wogld has a beginning in time and is also limited as regards
Space, ’

Strauss: Antithesis,

Reader: "The world has no beginning and no limits in space. It
is infinite as regards both time and space."

Strauss: So you see that in each case Kant adds a demonstration,
According to Kant's assertion both incompatible theses are
demonstrable and here the weakness of theoretical reason becomes
particularly manifest, of course.

Now let us look at the formulation of the other antimonies. - Page
462,

Reader: "Second Conflict of the Transcendental Ideas. Thesis:
Every composite substance in the world is made up of simple parts
and nothing anywhere exists save the simple or what is composed of
the simple,

"Antithesis: No composite thing in the world is made up of simple
parts and there nowhere exists in the world anything simple,."

Strauss: Now the next is pages 472 to 473,

Reader: "Third, Thesis: Causality in accordance with laws of
nature is not the only causality from which the appearances of
the world can be one and all derived, To explain these appear—
ances it is necessary to assume that there is also another
causality, that of freedom,

"Antithesis: There is no freedom, Everything in the world takes
blace solely according to the laws of nature."

Strauss: And the fourth is on page 480.

Reader: "Thesis: There belongs to the world either as its
part or as its cause & being that is absolutely necessary."

Strauss: That would be God,

~Antitheais: An absolutely necessary being nowhere exists

4 nor does it exist outside the world as its cause."
Strauss: This section is of special interest for the reason given,
Here the radical wealmess of theoretical reason appears most
clearly bhecause theoretical reason in perfectly legitimate steps -
in genuine demonstrations - proves two-cohtradictory assertions.
Therefore, there must be something wrong with theoretical reason
in this sphere which Kant explains, ‘

Before he turns to a more detailed discussion, Kant speaks on
page 430 of the interest of reason in this conflict of itself,

Reader: "The Interest of Reason in.This Conflict,"
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Strauss: What Kant means by this question of the interest of reason
‘Will appear from the table to be read now by Mr. .
(inaudible) .

How long did it take him to right the Critique of Pure Reason?

Student: About five months,

Strauss: Yes, About five months, Secondly, Kant wrote the first
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason in 1781, The second he
wrote in 1787 if my memory is correct, and considerable corrections
were made then., Such a work as the Critigue of Judgement which
appeared in 1790 - the idea of that occurred to Kant only about
1787 or 1788, This work of Kant was not planned or laid out from
the beginning as the work of Plato may have been laid out at the
beginning of his literary activity.

Vhat Kant does here is this: He gives explicitly an impartial
discussion of the two parties. An impartial discussion meaning
that he compares himself to a jury man who is not convinced in
advance that Speck murdered the nurses or did not murder the nurses,.
but impartially listens to the evidence. That means, of course,
as became very clear from Mr, 's paper, that the four anti- .
monies - the four theses and the four antitheses - belong together.
In other words you cannot have thesis I combined with antithesis
III and this kind of thing, They are either/or. They hang
together, And the two parties have a very different mood. Mr.
refers to the passage in which he says "the coldness of the
one side and the other is zealous." So there are two human tem-
peraments, as it were, which reflect themselves in both theses.

The first is called the Dogmatism of Pure Reason and the other
is called the Pure Empricism, Pure Empiricism means the denial
of every knowledge by pure reason., Only empirical knowledge is
possible.

Now what speaks in favor of the dogmatism of pure reason. You
must not forget, that is only a provisional consideration because
Kant wants to have an impartial, unbiased investigation. He
wants to have clarity about his biases, He thinks that these are
not only his biases, but the biases of every sane and sensible
man, Now what speaks in favor of the dogmatism of pure reason is
that is supports morality and religion, Secondly, it is specu~-
latively attractive., Thirdly, it is popular,

Empricismy on the other hand, for XKant has only one very important
recommendation. It is in agreement with the spirit of natural
science and for Kant natural science is a perfection of our natural
understanding, the perfection, It demands empiricism, Kant
says, however, (I do not know if you have poinged {?at out)Lfgat
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empiricist who says, "I want to investigate nature according %o
the inherent laws of such an investigation" leaves men the freedom
to think non-empirically about matters which are not subject 1o
natural science, i,e¢ morality and religion, But, unfortunately,

empiricism itself becomes dégmatie and, therefore, denies that
there is any rationality outside of science.

Now let us read this passage on the bottom of page 499,
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Reader: '"The contrast between the teaching of Epicurus and that
of Plato." ’

Strauss: Kant simply says, "This is simply the contrast between
epicureanism and platonism.,"

Reader: "It is, however, open to question whether Epicurus ever
propounded theése principles as objective assertions. If perhaps
they were for him nothing more than maxims with the speculative
employment of reason, then he shows in this regard a more genuine
phi%ossphical spirit than any other of the philosophers of anti-
quity. _

Strauss: What a praise and of Epicurus of all people., Yes?

Reader: "That, in explaining the appearances, we must proceed as
if the field of our inquiry were not circumscribed by any limit

or beginning of the world then we must assume the material CcOmpos=—
ing the world to be such as it must be if we are to learn about

it from experience, then we must postulate no other road of the
production of events than one which will enable them to be regard-
ed as determined through unalterable laws of nature. And, finally,
that no use must be made of any cause distinct from the world.

All these principles still retain their wvaliue. They are very sound
principles, though seldom observed for extending the scope of
speculative philosophy"

Strauss: "Speculative philosophy" is still used in a very loose
sense, the same as "speculative science." Yes?

Reader: '"while at the same time enabling us to discover the prin-
ciples of morality without depending for this discovery upon alien
ideas, non-moral, theoreticalt

Strauss: This is an impudent addition of the translator. "Alien"
means here as Mr, understood it, (inaudible)

Reader: "And it does not follow in the least that those who require
us - so long as we are occupied with mere speculation - to ignore
these dogmatic propositions can justly be accused of wishing to
deny them,"

Strauss: In other words, a natural scientist who does not take
cognizange . of any divine interventions, miracles etc. in his
capacity as: a natural scientist, cannot for this reason be accused
of being an atheist. Today, of course, this is clementary, but
was not 8o elementary in Kant's time.,

Here Kant illustrates what he means by this opposition of cempiri-
cism and dogmatism by identifying empiricism with Epicurus and
dogmatism with Plato. Now I think that this identification of
dogmatism with Plato we have scen repeated by Nietsche and is very
: plausible at first glance. But as for Epicurus it is quite
stronge. Epicurus taught the frcedom of the will in the doctrine
of the declinction of atoms so that 211 atoms and, thercfore, also
the atoms constituting our minds have an irreducible, inexplicable
power to change their courses, Of course, Epicurus never meant
these assertions about the eternity of the world and the universe,
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and the infinity of the universe as mere fundamental hypotheses,
but he meant them as objective assertions, But he couwld rightly
say that he isn't the author of these things. That was done by

a fellow named Hooker in Germany at that time, And who is intere-
sted in these boring things should read o«
Nevertheless, the good press that Epicurus gets here is very
interesting because this was a great part of the development since
the 17th century from Bacon on. Epicurus had had a very bad

press throughout the tradition., Now suddenly he was rediscovered
so much so that a man like Spinoza could say, "The authority of
Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle does not carry any weight with

me, The case is different with me with Democritus, Epicurus and
Lucretius." This is a very important part of modernity and it

is good always to remind ourselves of that. One can say, however,
that Kant idealizes Epicurus, He idealizes him in Kant's sense,
Whether Epicurus would have regarded it as an improvement is
another question.

I believe that it would be more simple to say that the opposition
which Kant has in mind is materialism and spiritualism. But Kant
replaces, as it were, materialism by empiricism and the primary
alternative is that of materialism and spiritualism, This funda-
mental alternative is stated very clearly in Plato's Laws, I
will give you the passages so that you can look them up. Laws,
Book X, 888E to 891C, 892A to C. Plato, or the Athenians stranger,

makes the distinction as follows. There are people who assert e

the supremacy of body, of the four elements, atoms and so forth.
This is the one school, The other school is the one which asserts -
the supremacy of the soul as distinguished from the body. -

Kant says here that the one alternative, the supremacy of the body,
is unfavorable to morality and religion, and that the second or
spiritualism, is favorable to it. But he doesn't make any asser-
tions regarding popularity there.

We can perhaps say that the ultimate opposition intended by these
terms is this: Whether the highest in man is akin to the highest
simply or whether it is not akin to it. Now let us assume that
the highest in man is reason. Then, if God is the cause of every-
thing there is obviously a kinship between the highest in man

and God as the most intelligent being. On the other hand, if the
highest in the sense of the cause of everything, are blind atoms
moving. aimlessly, then the highest in man is obviously not akin

to theeRighcst, That is, indeed, a very grave problem for every
humax. e

Now Kan%® ‘seys, then, further (on page 500B) that the virtues of
Platonism on the one hand and of Epicureanism on the other - that
Epicureanism is more favorable to the understanding of nature
because Plato as Kant sees him and not entirely wrongly, of course,
would be in favor of using teleological principles in explaining
natural phenomcna (Phaedo, 96). According to Kant, that is in-
compatible with natural science.

Of course one would have to raise the question "What about psycho-
logy, fsr example?® Can this be done properly in what Kant calls
the Epicurean spirit? Does this not require something like Plato?
We do not have to go into that.



Let us read the next paragraph on page 500,

Reader: "As regards the third factor which has to be coansidered
in a preliminary choice between the two parties. It is extremely
Surprising that empiricism should be so universally unpopular.
The common understanding, it might be supposed, would eagerly
adopt.aafrogram which promises %o satisfy it through exclusively
emplrical knowledge and the rational connections there revealed."

Strauss: Now go to page 502,

Reader: "Thus empiricism is entirely devoid of the popularity
of transcendentally idealizing reason and however prejudicious
such empiricism may be to the highest practical principles, there
is no need to fear that it will ever pass the limits of the
Schools and acquire any considerable influence in the general
life or any real favor among the multitude."

Strauss: That is a remarkable assertion. For Kant the scientific

Spirit will never become popular and, therefore, also its impli- .

cations. The multitude will always be attracted by morality and.

- religion and never by science and its implications. If there ever
was a prophesy which has been refuted by experience it is this ..

one, g

There seems to be an apparently conflicting statement in the .
Preface to the second edition on page 34 of the second editions

Reader: "Critique alone can sever the root of materiaslism, fatalw—

ism, atheism, free~-thinking, fanaticism and superstition which
can be injurious universally."

Strauss: It would seem to me that materialism and atheism can
become injurious universally, i.e. they can become popular. But
I think that this relative clause refers only to enthusiasm and
superstition, and not to the preceding points., Otherwise Kant
would really be contradicting himself,

Since we are discussing the Preface to the second edition, let us
look at page 33 - that is Roman numeral xxxiii. When he says,
"Thus this possession remains undisturbed and it gains even in
respect" Do you see.that? -

Readery hat the schools are now taught not to presume te
possess higher and more extended insight in a matter of uni-
versak concern than that which is equally within the reach
of the -mass of men ever to be held by us in the highest

Strauss: "Mass of men" is a bad translstion. Why not "multitude?"
So the multitude which for us is most highly regarded.

. Now that is a statement
which occurs rarely - if at all - in philosophers prior to Kant.
That is, of course, the Rousseauan heritage. That the multitude,
the people, are most respectable to us. Therefore the popularity
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of the soul are as accessible to the simplest man as to the most
developed philosophers. That they do not know the sources of
comets and more subtle questions, is uninteresting. The dignity
of man does not consist in that as Kant has said with the greatest

force at the beginning of the Foundations of the Metaphysics of
Morals which we will read soon. ~

The fundamental defect of both empiricism and dogmatism is this:
Both take the world as a thing in itself. That actually can wait
to be discussed until later. Well, I can mention it., On page
535 which Kant makes especially clear regarding these last two
antinomies., Both sides take the world as a thing in itself,
whereas we can know the world only as a phenomenon. Therefore,
that is a resolution of the conflict especially in the case of
the last two. For example, the third is the universal validity
of the laws of nature and no freedom, and on the other hand. there
is freedom. The first is true of the phenomenal world. There
cannot be any interruption of the system of natural laws, But as
far as the thing in itself is concerned there may very well be
such causality by freedom. We will have to discuss this when we
come to the question of. freedom. Then we will hear more about o
how Kant understands this distinction between the phenomenal world -
noumenal world, i.e, between the phenomenal world and the true -
world, and why this is decisive for historicism, This is perhap
the most difficult point to understand in Kant's teaching - the: 3
distinction between the phenomenal and noumenal and the coexistene
of the two which is possible and imaginable. .

Now, are there any questions from this time or last time? Mr.

Student: Isn't it a bit strange that there be a section entitled
"The Interest of Pure Reason" in the Critigue of Pure Reason?

Strauss: I believe I explained that, Kant as a critie, a judge
must be impartial., That goes without saying. But no one of us
can be impartial if he is not aware of his biases., That is today
one of the elementary things in social science., It was always
known among thinking people, but today it probably has a fancy
name. Therefore, Kant says, "Let us make it clear what we would
wish in order to protect ourselves against our biases."™ That is
a perfectly sensible thing. By making this remark Kant throws
light on man and human reason. That doesn't do any harm, although
it is-only a provisional light because the question of which Mr.
- gpoke. = What is the basis of morality? - must be

¥. Kanty But we can provisionally say that we cannot
*& Gistinction between decency and indecency in our-
otherg. We cannot imagine human life without that.

- portant consideration. Whether it is the ultimate,
decisive consideration may be in question. But we cannot always
think and argue on the ultimate level,

Now, are there any other questions?

Student: 1Isn't it strange that he calls this Pure Reason, rather -
than Impure Reason or Bractical Reason? -

Strauss: He says here "¢f the Interest of ®eason" in this conflict.
He doesn't say"of the conflict of pure reason."
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Student: So it is a practical consideration?

Strauss: Practical reason is also pure according to Kant, But,
still, your objection is not valid. It is the antinomy of pure
reason, meaning reason and not merely our desires or our preju-
dices. Kant means that looking at this conflict it is reasonable
to be In favor of empiricism with a view to the progress of natural
science. And 1% is reasonable to take the side of dogmatism from
the point of view of morality and religion. -

Kant doesn't claim to solve the problem of antinomies here., It
is a provisional discussion meant to render possible an impartial
examination by making clear and explicit our partialities. And
we see that our partiality here is split. What our scientific
conscience demands is not in agreement with what our moral con-
science demands. And both kinds of conscience must be satisfied.
And that Kant has tried to do in his whole work. Yes?

Student: Under Dogmatism of Pure Reason do you think that there
is an implied criticism of Hume also?

Strauss: No. Hume would be either a dogmatic empiricist or a. '_
skeptic. L

Student: VWhat I meant to say is the dogmaticism of empiricisﬁ;_r

Strauss: Yes, (inaudible) a skeptic, That is somé?i»
thing else., But that is also not a feasible position according .-«
to Kant. Hume surely would not be a dogmatist of pure reason.

Student: Yes. But I meant that in a sense you can't really
accuse Hume of being dogmatic towards only what is outside be-
cause he is cutting away even empiricism itself.,

Strauss: Yes., That is why Kant admired him so much. He was im~
partial even to science, But whether Hume was fully aware of
what he was doing through his critique of causality, That is the
question., Yes?

Student: At 494 EKant says that he robs us of all these supports
for morals and religion - or at least appears to do so. Does that
last qualifying phrase point to at least the possibility of an
‘alli between empiricism and morality?

Stray ould it not mean simply that Kant makes the antitheses

the: of these supports or at least seems to deprive us of -
thet at, as it were, remembering the provision character of

these statements tries %o be what he says. At first glance the
assertion that there is no freedom and that there is no origin

of the world and no originator of the world has this effect on
morality. Kant doesn't wish here to deepen the issue, He merely -~
says what seems to be the case. I take this to be a minor self-
correction in order not to say tco much, In faect, Kant speaks

here only of appearances, .
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There is a great question regarding terminology. To take up
"philological™ first, "Philological® means ’
to our being acted upon in contradistinction %o our activity.
That is all he means here,

More difficult is "anthropology" as used by Kant., He means by it
the empirical study of man, and .not what it means now, the study
of primitive nations, So all of social science would be "anthro-
pology" in Kant's sense,

More serious is the use of the term "intelligible" because the
intelligible character of which Kant speaks here frequently is
precisely not intelligible in the ordinary sense of the term. So
we would have to use a somewhat different term, The simplest
would be to substitute in each case for "intelligible" when
occurring in this meaning "noumenal" which is only the Greek for
intelligible, but is not used in ordinary parlance and, therefore,.
the difficulty is semantically avoided. The phenomenal character
opposed to the noumenal character., The phenomenal. character is
the known, of the eaxrth., The intelligible character cannot be
known, strictly speaking - the noumenal character.

But it did not become quite clear from your paper how Kant solves
this difficulty that there is an unbreakable causal nexus so that
every event in the world including every human action is fully
determined by precedent causes., And yet there can be freedom,
How does Kant reconcile that?

Student: The series of causes which are unbroken occur in the
field of appearances and hence in time.

Strauss: But that is a crucial point, That they occur in time is
cbvious, When we speak of preceding we mean temporal, But the
key point is that you speak of appearances, With what right can
we speak of appearances? '

Student: Every human action that is not pathological has both a
phenomenal aspect - that in the field of appearances - and also
a noumenal side,

Strauss;- Why don't we try to make a picture. (blackboard illus-
tration)., Here. This would be the human action which you ob-
scrve., This holding up of a bank or whatever it may be, Now this
is determined by n causes. They come together, But then neces-
Ssarily they hold up the bank, But this is fully understood,
explained and predetermined. This is one side, And we say that
it is as much determined as the sun or the rain or whatever it may
be.

Student: But if this would be the whole story man would just be
like a rock or whatever,

Strauss: Man could not be held responsible,



Student: There would be no morality
Strauss: No responsibility in any sense,

Student: On the other side there is the noumenal character - the
thing in itself, It has nothing to do with time.

Strauss: We have a hold-up here. The hold-up is fully explained.
But there is no essential difference betwwen the hold-up and the
sacrifice of omne's life for other human beings. One is as neces-
sarily determined as the other., Both are natural events. Yet in
the case of the good deed we are inclined to say that it was a
good deed or noble deed, and in the other case we would say that
it was an evil deed or a base deed. What do we imply by making
this distinction for which there is no reason whatsoever on the
level of causality? )

Student: He implied what the man ought to have done,

Strauss: So, in other words, we assume now that the act of the
hold-up man is caused not by the broken home, but is determined
by evil choice. He could as well have made the right choice,

He ought to have made the right choice. Therefore, the determina-
tion which leads to this action does not come from the broken
home, but from that evil choice. Beyond that we cannot go. So,

in other words, we have here another kind of causality, but a
causality through freedom., And this is something which cannot

be traced to any other cause. Is this clear? And this action

has no beginning. It is non-temporal an¥ yet an action.

These two views are incompatible., I mean, either the broken home
and other such factors are-a suffieient explanation and we don't
need the other, or if this (referring to blackboard) is a suf-
ficient explanation, we don't need that, They contradict each
Othero

How does Kant get rid of the contradiction? .You said it, but
I want you to repeat it, ‘

Student: The cause on this side, the broken home etc, we can
learn from observing, But for the causality of that cause, or
why it acts, we have to look to the noumenal character.

Straussg, No. I am sorry. I believed I had stated it more clear- -
ly. Th® causal explanation is based on a systematic disregard

of themworal character of the action. Therefore, then, thé
moral explanation - the evil choice - is sufficient because there
are people’ who come from non-broken homes and also make hold-ups.
There you have a good nature and not a bad nature, but they also
commit robberies, etc. So these explanations are all not neces-
sary because of the moral motivation, the moral expianation,

How does Kant make these two incompatible explanations.compatible?
That is the question.

Student: One is the broken home etec, explanation, It is subject
to the categories, '
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Strauss: Let us go step by step. Let us first use the simple
terms for this, This is phenomenal and this is noumenal or con-
cerned with the thing in itself, So the basis of Kant's recon-
ciliation is the distinction between phenomena on the one hand and
things in themselves or noumena, on the other. Onh what is this
distinction based?

Student: What we can experience.

Strauss: Well, we cannot experience noumena nor do we experience
the phenomena as phenomena, This is already an interpretation.

We experience, actions, events, beings of all kinds, but that they
are phenomenal - that requires an act of reflection,

Student: Unless it is based on reason.

Strauss: How do we arrive at that? That is the work of the
Transcendental Analytics and Transcendental Aesthetics - to show
that all our understanding is based on specific premises, expecial-
ly temporality and spaciality which are essential not to all under-—
. Standing, but only to human understanding. This is all spacial/

temporal, Therefore, Kant says, all objects of experience are - _
a8 you say - appearances, We can prove that by an imminent analy-
sis of our understanding.

And then Kant goes on to say that no appearances without the cause
of the appearances. But this cause of the appearances as appear—
ances can no longer be an appearance, but it must be something
being by itself, i.e. the thing in itself or noumenal.

Is this satisfactory?

Student: I can't make any use of it., I have the whole (inaudible)
concept,

Strauss: Yes, Perhaps, let us consider = few points,.

Let us first take one rather late passage here. See B on page 578.
First Kant speaks of our ordinary observation, "As .regards this
empirical character there is hence no limit" This is a nice

man with a strong will or this is a nice man with a weak will or

n subdivisions which you might make, Yes?

ReaderééFThere is no freedom, and yet in the light of this charac-
ter is-the only way that man can be studied, If, that is to say,
we are simply observing"

Strauss: "Observing" is written in very fat letters in the origi-
nal,

Reader: "And, in the manner of anthropology, seeking to institute
a physioclogical exploration into the motive causes of his actions."

Strauss: "Physiological" is here used in the o0ld Greek sense of
the word. It means a natural explanation, a scientific explana-
tion. Go on.

Reader: "But when we consider these actions in their relation to
reason I do not mean speculative reason by which we endeavor to

[
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explain their coming into being, but reason insofar as it is it~
self the cause producing them,"

Strauss: "Producing" is also underlined. Yes?

Reader: "if, that is to say, we compare them to reason in its
practical bearing we find a rule and order altogether different
from the order of nature., For it may be that all that has hap-
pened in the course of nature and in accordance with its empirical
grounds must inevitably have happened ought not to have happened,
Sometimes, however, we find or at least believe -that we find that
the ideas of reason have in actual fact proved their causality in
respect of the actions of man as appearsnces, and these actions
have taken place not because they were determined by empirical
causes, but because they were determined by grounds of reason."

Strauss: Kant here makes a distinction which does not necessarily
presuppose this difficult distinction between phenomena and noume-
na. This is a distinction between observing or beholding or ex-
plaining and acting. We can look at actions - our own or others' -
completed, Then we must explain them as necessarily caused by
preceding causes. But if we look at an anticipated action, of
course especially of ourselves, at an addendum - as something to

be done -~ there the causal explanation is not of the slightest
help, as you know., So the causal sciences cannot help us in any
important way.

Then we have to look at ourselves in an entirely different way.

We have to regard ourselves as responsible. A great practical
importance which Kant does not stress, as far as I remember (but
which was later on drawn as an inference from Kant), is this.

For example, there are quite a few decent, moral people who wish
to be held responsible %or their actions and don't wish to have
their sense of responsibility taken away by psychoanalysis or what
have you. Yet when judging others they say that they must consi-
der the broken home and the other things. We must do that or we
would be being unjust. So there is a duality of ways of looking
at things. It is intelligible and is of use very frequently.

And Kant, doubtless, prepares this dualism of looking at things

as acta and, therefore, demanding causal explanation and as addenda
or things to be done which cannot be understood in causal terms,

Let us try to understand the distinction between phenomena and
noumens a little bit more fully without first going into Kant's
argument, Now the question is this. The difficulty regarding the
idea 6f the thing in itself was stated most forcefully by Hegcl.
The main point can be said to be this: How can you say anything
about a thing in itself without knowing it to some extent. That
can be said to be the core of Hegel's criticism of Kant, So there
arc very few pecple who accept this distinction. - »

But the question is, "Can the unkuoweble thing in itself be aroid-.
ed?" Now let us assume that the knowable in the highest and *the
highest and fullest sense is the scientifically knowable or that
which can be validated or invalidated by science - a very common
view today. But not everything can be validated or invalidated

by scinece, TFor example, the existence of God, the immortality of
the soul, all value judgements. To take the formula of

science can discover the "hows" - the how, for example of planetary
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motion, but not the "why." There is, then, a sphere of genuine
problems which transcends science. Ve can even say that the most
important problems transcend science. TFor what are any of the
scientific problems compared with these questions which I men-~
tioned? That means that one must recognize an unknowable thing
in itself, And I believe that this kind of man, the so-called
positivist, has no weapon against the distinction. For what they
tried to do in my lifetime and in the lifetime of some of you
was that they said that statements not susceptible of scientific
validation or invalidation are meaningless. In other words, the
statement that God is or that God is not, for that matter, is a
meaningless assertion. So, too, "The soul is mortal" or "The
soul is immortal" is a meaningless assertion. This is, of course
sheer nonsense. For everyone who understands the bearing of these
assertions -~ however unfounded they may be - would never regard
them as meaningless. This was a trick concealing a dogmatic
assertion, namely that what is beyond the power of science does
not exist. This, of course, cannot be maintained,

Let us consider a more important criticism of Kant stated in a
way which seems to be very light. Nietsche in the
* MI‘. [ ]

Reader: "How the true world finally became a fable. The history
of an error. 1) The true world attainable for the saved, the
pious, the virtuous man, He lives in it, He is i%. The older
form of the idea, relatively sensible, simple and persuasive.,

A circumlocution for the sentence: "I, Plate, am the truth.!"

Strauss: So this was the first stage of the true world., Yes?

Reader: "The true world. Unattainable for now, but promised
for the saved, the pious, the virtuous man or for the sinner

who repents. In progress of the idea it becomes more subtle,
insidious, incomprehensible. It becomes female. It becomes

Christian.

"3) The true world., Unattainable, indemonstrable, unpromisable,
but the very thought of it a consolation, an obligation, an
imperative. A%t bottom, the 0ld sun, but seen through mist and
skepticism, The idea has become elusive, pale, Nordic, o

"4) The true world. Unattainable? At any rate, unattained and
being unattained, also unknown. Consequently, not consoling,
redeeming or obligating., How could something unknown obligate us?
Gray morning. The first yawn of reason. The cock crow of posi-
tivism.

"5) The true world. An idea which is no longer good for anything,
not even obligating., An idea which has beeome useless and
superfluous. Consequently, a refuted idea, ILet us abolish it.
Right day. Breakfast, Return of ___ and cheerfulness,
Plato'!'s embarrassed flush., Pandemonium of all free spirits.”

"6) The true world. We have abolished., What world has remained?
The apparent one perhaps? No., With the true world we have alse

abolished the apparent one. Noon., DMoment of the briefest shadow.
End of the longest error. High point of humanity.
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Strauss: Now what does Nietsche say? What is the key point here
as far as the question is concerned? That we cannot possibly
speak as most people in Nietsche's time and Nietsche himself
frequently spoke of the phenomenal world unless we presuppose the
true world. But if there is no true world we can no longer

speak of the phenomenal world. There is only the the world. That
is the point. And that, according to Nietsche, is the end of
that way leading from Plato to him,

Incidentally, the distinction between the true world and the
phenomenal world is, of course, implied in modern science, The
whole distinction between primary and secondary qualities - to
use Locke's terms - or as Eddington called it in a well-known
description: the scientific table and the table we know from
our youth. The true table is the scientific table. That means
that it has none of the qualities for which it is of any use to
us and by which it is known to us,

So Nietsche's view can be stated as follows: against Kant., Xant
takes, as has often been said, Newtonian physics for granted. For
Nietsche science - Newtonian or post-Newtonian - is only one
form among many of world interpretations. Everything which has
any meaning has this meaning by virtue of men's creative acts.
These creative acts are not fundamentally the same as the pure
reason as in Kant, but indefinitely variable - historical. There
is no beyond. We cannot go beyond this sphere of human interpre-
tation. There is no beyond, no without. Therefore, it does not
make sense to speak of a thing in itself. The utmost one could
find, according to Nietsche, beyond or prior to the interpreta-
tion would be a meaningless chaos which functions as matter for
the creative acts of men., But even here its being understood as
chaos is already an interpretation. So we can never go beyond
this world of human interpretation, the anthropomorphic world.
And the allegedly unanthropomorphic interpretation of the world
supplied by modern physics is only a disguised anthropomorphism,

Let us try to understand Kant's point from a slightly different
point of view. Kant says that knowledge as distinguished from
mere thinking (we can think things which we do not know) is
human, only human. This "only" human presupposes some awareness
¢f the character of a possible divine knowledge. On the basis

of what we know we are entitled to speak of human knowledge not
merely as only human., That is something which Kant borrows from
earlier thought and of which it is a question: whether it is suf-
ficientXy established by his own thought.

Kant's discussion of freedom in the Critique of Pure Reason pre-
supposes natural science as the perfection of the human under-
standing. In other words, when some shepherd in some out of the
way mountain range feeds his sheep, he does in principle the same
as what Newton did. He is only very limited. He does not &Apply
this way of approach which he follows by giving this particular
food to the sheep and not others, He doesn't apply it, for exam-
ple to comets and other far-fetched objects.

S0 natural science is the perfection of the humsn understanding.
But this has become a question since the time of Kant, Is modern
natural science the perfection of the natural understanding or

is it not rather a specific modification of it? In the moment
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it proves to be a specific modification and not the perfection

the question becomes more necessary than ever bvefore: Why science?
The question which was raised by Nietsche with greater emphasis
than by anybody else,

This question cannot be answered scientifically. I+cannot be
answered rationally even for the very simple reason that if it
could then we would have a rational value judgement to the effect
~that science is good. And, as you know, this is strictly forbid-
den. There is no such thing, Science not merely as the profes-
sion of some individuals, but as an approach, an outlook if
freely chosen. There are no necessary reasons. 4nd that is a
very. remarkable thing., It is, in a way, a vindication of Xant
because it shows us that when we analyze the human understanding
or science, the fundamental fact at which we eventually arrive
is not time and space and the categories and other things men-
tioned in the Critique of Pure Reason, but the abyss of freedom.
Science itself is secondary, derivative, compared with the funda-
mental choice. The primary thing is freedom.

Now perhaps we will understand better what XKant means when he
says that the scientific world is the phenomenal world. Freedom
is noumenal. It belongs to the deepest stratum.

From today, obscrvations and reflections like those I sketched
show that however difficult or even unintelligible Kant's doctrine
of the thing in itself and, particularly, of the relation of the
noumenal to the empirical character of man may be, contains some
things which are still carrying great conviction for many of our
contemporaries,

Let us now turn to a discussion of the assignment. Kant makes
first a distinction between two kinds of causality: causality
from nature and causality from freedom. The causality according
to nature means that the cause is always the effect of a preceding
cause., And the causality from freedom means the faculty to

begin a state simply. That is on page 561B.

Reader: "By freedom, on the other hand, in its cosmological
meaning I understand the power of beginning a state spontaneously."

Strauss: I.e., freedom thus understood is a pure, transcendental
That means that it wholly transcends all possible experience,
eason create for itself this idea? That is a bit

Reader: "But since in this way no absolute totality of condition
determining causal relations can be obtained, reason creates for
itself the idea of a spontaneity which can begin to act of itself
without being required to be determined to action by an antecedent
cause in accordance with the law of causality."

Strauss: In other words, in the causal speculation. We are con-
fronted with an indefinite regress. This is the cause, But this
is itself caused and so on. And reason is dissatisfied with that.
Therefore it creates the idea of cause which does not any longer
have a cause, Of course this is wholly useless for our knowledge
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which is empirical knowledge., But let us read on. It is a bit
later, page 562, beginning.

Reader: "Freedom in the practical sense is the will's indepen-~
dence of coercion through sensuous impulses. For will is sensuous
insofar as it is pathologically affected by sensuous motives. It
is animal if it can be pathologically necessitated, The human
will is certainly an arbitrium . . "

Strauss: The literal translation would be "arbitrariness."

Reader: '"The human arbitrarieness is certainly an arbitrium sen-
sitivo, not, however, brute, but free. For sensibility does no
necessitate its action. There is in man a power of self-determina-
tion independently of any coercion through sensuous impulses.
Obviously, if all causality in the sensible world were mere nature
every event would be determined by another in time in accordance
with necessary laws. Appearances in determining the will would
have in the actions of the will their natural affect and would
render the actions necessary. The denial of transcendental frecdom
must, therefore, involve the elimination of all practical freedom.
For practical freedom presupposes that, although something has not
happened, it ought to have happened and that its cause in ?he

field of appearance is not, therefore, so determined that it
excludes a causality of our will, a causality which independently
of those natural causes, even contrary to their force and influence,
can producc something that is determined in the time order in
accordance with empirical laws and which can, therefore, begin a
series of events entirely of itself.™

Strauss: So, in other words, this transcendental freedom or - as
Kant also said formally - freedom in the cosmological understanding.
A pure or mere idea of reason, i.e. it is necessary for reason

to create this idea, but it cannot be of use theoretically, But
this transcendental idea of freedom is the basis of the practical
concept of freedom. And Kant makes clear in this passage what
freedom in the practical sense is. :
The problem which he indicates in the sequel is not physiological
or psychological, but transcendental. That is to say, Kant could.
also have said that this is not something ontological, It is tran-
scendental meaning that it cannout be thought without taking into
consideration the distinction between phenomenal and noumenal. He
will make this clear in the sequel.

Let usfﬁéﬁ read on page 564, the first paragraph.

Reader: "The difficulty which then meets us in dealing with the
question regarding nature and freedom is whether freedom is pos-
sible at all, and if it be possible, whether it can exist along
with the universality of the natural law of causality. Is it

a truly disjunctive proposition to say that every effect in the
world must derive either from nature or from freedom? Must we not
rather say that in one and the same event in different relations
both can be found?"

Strauss: In other words, it is not a true distinction because they
refer to different spheres. BEvery effect in the world stems from

5
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nature. It belongs to the phenomenal world and some effects in
the world stem from freedom. They belong to the noumenal sphere.
If temporal, spacial events were things in themselves there could
be no freedom. But, Kant says having proved this or having be-
lieved that he had proved this in the "Transcendental Aegthetics,®
space and time are only phenomena., Hence, they mmst have causes
that are not phenomena - intellectual causes, noumena. I repeat
that this noumenal causality is transtemporal, Iet us take a
passage on page 569,

Reader: "In its noumenal character, though we can only have a
general concept of that character."

Strauss: I.e., no knowledge of it. We can only thing about it.

Reader: "This same subject must be considered to be free from all
influence of sensibility and from all determination through ap-
pearances., In as much as it is noumenal nothing happens in i%,
There can be no change requiring dynamical determination in time.
Therefore, no causal dependence upon appearances and, consequently,
since natural necessity is to be met with only in the sensible
world, this active being must in its actions be independent of and
free from all such necessity. No act begins in this act of being
itself. But we may yet quite correctly say that the active being
of itself begins its effects in the sensible world. In so doing
we should not be asserting that the affect in the sensible world
can begin of themselves, They are always predetermined through
antecedent empirical conditions, thought solely through their
empirical character which is no more than the appearance of the
noumenal, And, so, are only possible as a continuation of the
series of natural causes, In this way freedom and nature in the
full sense of these terms can exist together without any conflict
in the same actions according as the actions are referred to their
noumenal or sensible causes,"

Strauss: Is this not rather difficult to understand? This
noumenal sphere in which nothing happens which is transtemporsl,.
which is tactile, Can there be any action which is transtemporal.
It is hard to understand, isn't it?

Sometimes it is helpful to consider the premises, the historical
premises, which g thinker makes. Especially in the case of Kant
that is unavoidable, Is there any basis for such a notion of

transtemporal and yet active. In the tradition antedating Kant?

Students. Aristotle,

Strauss: The whole theological tradition. God and the blessed.,
Of course, this would not entitle Kant to assert it, but it is
hard to understand Kant without taking into consideration this

possibility that he did make such borrowings from the tradition.
Mr, ?

Student: Doesn't the Biblical tradition presuppose that the world
was created out of (inaudible)

Strauss: Not in a literal sense. In other words, Kant would not
assert that we must assume that the world was created, say,
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5,700 years ago. This he would regard as unfounded. But if we
must assume as, according to Kant, we must, that on the basis of
morality, i.e. to be consistently moral, if we must assume that
there must be a God and that this God is then understood as the
ultimate cause, and then the world as a cause, and to that extent

a beginning,

Generally speaking, whenever you have this notion of progress in
the sense in which it was very common in the 18th century, then
there is presupposed a beginning of men on earth, Otherwise you
come back to the-Aristotelian or Platonic cataclysms and then
there is not the one line of progress.

Student: How is the notion of a beginning compatible with the
idea that a cause . . .

Strauss: Speculatively we cannot make any use of it, In other
words, speculatively Darwin and other such terrible persons are
right, Lt if we would leave it at Darwin and his suceessors and
if this were the whole truth, then morality would be impossibie,
Morality would be a kind of stimulus and response, an affair of
some morbid form of motives, Kant placed no obstacles in the way
of causal scientific explanation anywhere. Yet Kant (inaudible)
of the whole sphere of science. He had to remove science in
order to find room for faith.

Student: But my question is this: On the basis of Kant's own
terms and of the Bible it seems that if one presupposes that the
world were created by God then, at least in terms of that world,
it was created at a point in time,

Strauss: TYes, but that is very hard to say because the Bible
doesn't say anything about the time. You introduced into the
Bible a question which arose only after the collision of the Bible
with Greek science, Surely it doesn't exist in the 0ld Testament.
Secondly, for Kant the Bible is nothing sacrosanct as we will see
when we come to his discussions of the first chapters of the
Bible in which he discusses what he calls the conjectural begin-
nings of the universe, '

Student: It seems to me that this discussion is not Biblical or
Aristotelian, Aristotle's substance is not active. I think that
this argument is very reminiscent of Leibniz. . Kant doesn't want
to say too much about the thing in itself, Just to the degree

of which he says here, "New action begins in this act of being
itself.” But we might quite correctly say that the act of being

of itself begins its effects in the sensible world." It seems
very much like the discussion of a monad in Leibnisz's Metapkysics,
or something which can begin acting on its own spontaneously,

Strauss: But that leads to the very complicated question: What
is the relation of the monads to the spatial/temporal world?

And there is at least the possibility that the monads - that is
the way in which Kant understood Leibniz - that the monads are
the noumenal world. Hence, transtemporal and trans-spatial.

The spatial and temporal world is a phenomenon, as Leibniz says,
. , s & well-founded phenomenon, but nonetheless

a phenomenon. 1I% is most simple to say that traditional theology
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natural theology, not Biblical theology - as it was taught at
German Protestant universities especially in the 18th century and
as Kant himself taught it in his classes (Kant did not teach in
his classes his own philosophy, not because he was afraid to
teach it, but this was a contract, i.e. he was paid to teach meta-
physics according to the textbooks)., According to this view
which goes back to much older sources - to scholasticism and
ultimately to Augustine - there is no difficulty in asserting
that there is activity, actuality. Transtemporal,

Let us go a bit further to page 574.

Reader: "This intelligible ground does not have to be considered
in empirical enquiries. It concerns only thought in the pure
understanding and, although the affects of this thought and action
and the pure understanding are to be met with in the appearances."

Strauss: Or the phenomenal, That is part of the German word
Erscheinung which is sometimes tranalated by "phenomenon" and
sometimes by "appearances." What shall we do?. We have to make
up our minds. "“Phenomenon" is only the Latin or Greek term for
Erscheinung.

Reader: "These phenomens must, nevertheless, be capable of
complete causal explanation in terms of other phenomena®

Strauss: Of complete explanation. So, in other words, this
‘hold-up man is, in principle, completely intelligible by the
empirical sciences,

Reader; "We have to take their extremely empirical character as
the supreme ground of explanation, leaving entirely out of ac-
count their noumenal character, that is the transcendental cause
of the empirical character as being completely unknown save inso-
far as the empirical serves for for its sensible side."

Strauss: So, in other words, when I observe this hold-up man ,
then I explain it causally as we have seen., But I can also regard.
this nasty character as the sensual side of the choice which he
has made, namely of the wicked choice. Yes?

Reader: "Let us apply that to experience., Man is one of the
phenomens of the sensible world and insofar one of the natural
causes, the causality of which must stand under empirical laws,
Like all other things in nature he must have an empirical charac-
ter. This gharacter wae come to know through the powers and
faculties which he reveals in his actions. In lifeless or merely
animal nature we f£find no ground for thinking that any faculty

is contingent otherwise than in a merely sensible manner. Man,
however, who knows all the rest of nature solely through the
senses knows himself also through mere aperception, and this in-
deed through acts and inner determinations which he cannot regard
as impressions of the senses. He is thus to himself on the one
hand, a phenomena, and on the other hand in respect of certain
faculties the action of which cannot be ascribed to the recepti-
vity of sensibility, a merely noumenal object., We entitlie these
faculties understanding and .reason. The latter in particular

we distinguish as quite peculiar from all emprically conditioned
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powers, For it views its objects merely in the light of ideas
and in accordance with them determines the understanding which
then proceeds to make an empirical use of its own 8imilarly pure
concepts."

Strauss: This seems to complicate matters a bit. We observe
all kinds of things in the phenomenal world without getting into
any troubles except when we come to man. Man does not simply
belong to the phenomenal world, and because he has understanding
- and reason. Understanding and reason cannot be explained psych-
ologically, physiologically, Simply stated, understanding and
reason are the ground of the phenomenal world and cannot, there-
fore, be explained in terms of the phenomenal world, Does this
make sense? .

Take another example, Try to have a psychology of thinking in
which you try to understand acts of thinking mechanically. Say,

on the basis of stimulus and response or such other things, But
assuming that a man makes a perfectly sound syllogism, Can this

be understood in terms, say, of stimlus and response? If he

makes a blunder then you can say, "Well, he was asleep or was

drunk or thought of something else," etc., So errors are in need

of an explanation, let us say of a scientific explanation. But
correct thinking is not, as such, in need of psychological explana~
tion. This is also something which is implied in what Kant says

Man does not simply belong to the phenomenal world by the mere
fact that he has understanding and reason., Yes?

Student: Does that mean that understanding and thinking can theme
selves be understood without reflection upon the phenorienal world?

Strauss: Yes, It cannot, This was a great controversy in the
last decades of the 19th century and the first decade of this
century between two schools. I know that discussion especially
from Germany. I believe that Germany was the main seed, but I
believe that it was effective, too, in the other countries. There
was a way of thinking called psychologism and psychologism was

an attempt to give an account of logic and logical thinking in
psychological terms, Psychology was still at that time associa-
tionist, The most famous document is the first volume of

Logical Investigation. I do not even know whether they are trans-
lated:into English,

stood in terms of the phenomenal world and we can give this

account which I believe comes closest to what Kant himself meant,
To say that they are the ground of the phenomenal world and, there-
fore, cannot be explained in terms of the phenomenal world.

Student: But these two positions which you outlined wouldn't
exhaust the possibilities, ’ '

Strauss: Well, not entirely, But then we would have to bust the
case wide - if I may use this petty mason expression - we would
have to see how these problems appear if we look at them from,
say,; the Aristotelian or Platonic point of view which we must do,
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But I propose that we do that when we come to the primary subject
of this course, Kant's moral writings., The Aristotelian psycholo-
gy is, of course, of an entirely different character than, say,
Hume's psychology and psychology stemming from Hume,

Reason and understanding in the theoretical sense transcend the
phenomenal world, but not in the same sense as that reason with
which we are particularly concerned here, that is to say in the
sequel. Go on reading please,

Reader: "That this reason has causality or that we at least re-
present it Yo ourselves as having causality, is evident from the
imperatives which in all matters of conduct we impose as rules
upon our active powers, "Ought" expresses a kind of necessity and
of connection with grounds which is found nowhere else in the
whole of nature. The understanding can know in nature only what
is, what.has been or what will be. We cannot say that anything
in nature ought to be other than what in all these time relations
it actually is. When we have the course of nature alone in view,
"ought" has no meaning whatsoever."

Strauss: This is underlying the fact/value distinction today.
It is a necessary but not sufficient condition as I have stated
earlier, Yes? :

Reader: "It is just as absurd to ask what ought to happen in

the natural world as to ask what properties a circle ought to
have, All that we are justified in asking is, 'What happens in
nature?’ What are the properties of the circle?! This ought
“expresses a possible action the grounds of which cannot be any-
thing but a mere concept, whereas in the case of a merely natural
action the ground must always be phenomenal, The action to

which the 'ought' applies must indeed be possible under natural
conditions. These conditions, however, do not play any part in
determining the will itself, but only determing the effect and

its consequences in the phenomenal. No matter how many natural
grounds or how many sensuous impulses may impel me to will, they
can:never give rise to the 'ought,' but only to a willing which,
very far from being necessary, is always conditional. And the
'ought' pronounced by reason confronts such willing with a limit,
with an end, nay, more - it forbids or authorizes it. Whether
what is willed be an object or a mere sensibility, pleasant or a
pure reason, reason will not give way to any ground which is.
empirically given., Reason does not here follow the order of things
as theé¥ present themselves in the phenomenal, but frames for it-
self with. perfect spontaneity an order of its own according to
ideas to which it adapts the empirical conditions and according to
which it declares actions to be necessary even although they have
never taken place and perhaps never will take place. And at the
same time reason also presupposes that it can have causality in
regard to all these actions since, otherwise, no empirical effects
could be expected from its ideas,"

Strauss: Kant says here, anticipating what he will develop in
his criticism of moral philosophy, what the "ought" implies. The
"ought" which we presuppose in all moral judgements about our-
gselves or others. The "ought" implies that this and this "ought"
to be done without making any assertions as to whether it has

[N
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been done or will be done. It only asserts that there is some-
thing in man.by virtue of which he is aware that he ought to in-
fluence the phenomenal world, to act within the phenomenal world
in a certain way without any implications that he will so act.
Let us read a little bit later the note on page 579.

Reader: "The real morality of actions, their merit or guilt,
even that of their own conduct thus remains entirely hidden from
us, Our imputations can refer only to the empirical character.
How much of this character is ascribable to the pure effect of
freedom, how much to mere nature, that is to faults of tempera-
ment for which there is no responsibility, or to its happy con-
stitution the desserts of fortune, can never be determined and
upon it, therefore, no perfectly just judgements can be passed."

Strauss: So, in other words, that is the practical meaning of
what Kant means when he says that the intelligible character or
the intellectual character is unknowable, We cannot know in our
own or in any other man's case the true merit or guilt, We can-
not judge fairly because this last and irreducible act of freedom
is wholly unknowable, It must be presupposed.

You are surprised, And you could say that if a man commits a
manifestly beastly action, are we not then entitled to say that
he has a wicked motive? That is a difficulty and we will try to
face it when we have read more of Kant's moral philosophy. a

Student: Surely there is an echo of "Just not lest ye be judged"
in that passage. _ '

Strauss: Yes, but Kant says "Don't Jjudge yourself., Don't believe
you can judge yourself," Kant doesn't say it that simply. He
Sgays that we cannot judge with perfect justice.

There is one other point - the illustration which was already
quoted by Mr. . Zrage 582, Let us read that.

Reader: "In order to illustrate this regulative principle of
reason by an example of its empirical employment. Not, however,

to confirm it for it is useless to endeavor to prove transcendental
propositions. Let us take a voluntary action . ., "

Strauss: “Voluntary." That is in German willkurlich which de-
pends upon the arbitrium of man. Yes?

Reader:"A fellow tells a malicious lie, spreading a certain con-
fusion in society. First of all we endeavor %o discover the
motives to which it has been due and, then, secondly, in the
light of these we proceed to determine how far the actions and
its consequences can be imputed to the offender. As regards the
first question we trace the empirical character of the action to
its sources,"

Strauss: The broken home and so on. Yes?
Reader: "We proceed in this enquiry just as we should for ascer-

taining for a given natural effect the series of its determining
causes, But although we believe that the action is thus deter-
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mined, we nonetheless blame the agent not, indeed, on account

of his unhappy disposition nor on account of the circumstances

that have influenced him, nor even on account of his previous

way of life. For we presuppose that we can leave out of considera-
tion what his way of life may have been, that we can regard the
past series of events as not having occurred and the act as being
completely unconditioned by any preceeding state."

Strauss: You see now why Kant insists on this absolute beginning
beyond time. In every moment, a man - no matter how wicked he
has lived before - 18 a source of original purity. His spirit

in him is in no way impaired by his previous conduct. Go on.

Reader: ™"Our blame, just as if the agent in and by himself
began in this action an entirely new series of consequences.
Our blame is based on a law of reason whereby we regard reason
as a cause that, lrrespective of all the above-mentioned empiri-
cal conditions, could have determined and ought to have deter-
mined the agent to act otherwise. This causality of reason we
do not regard as only a cooperating agency, but as complete in
itself even when the sensuous impulses do not favor or are di-
rectly opposed to it. The action is ascribed to the agent's
noumenal character., In the moment when he utters the lie the
gullt is entirely his. Reason, irrespective of all empirical

conditions of the act, is completely free and the lie is entirely
due to its default."

Strauss: That is a very clear statement of that state of things--—
which I tried to put here on the blackboard. Both explanations
are sufficlent and, therefore, there is a clear contradiction
which can be resolved, according to Kant, only by ascribing the
two explanations to two radically different spheress the pheno-
menal on the one hand and the noumenal on the other.

Student: Is this a reconcileable conflict?

Strauss: The antimony exists prior to its resolution. But the
resolution - and that is the point which goes through the whole
argument - destroys theoretical metaphysics. Because a theore-~
tlcal metaphysician must assert that one or the other of the two
assertions 1s theoretically true. Kant says that that which is
theoretically true - because it is the only condition of coherent
explanation of phenomena - is valid only for the phenomenal
world. And the other, which 1is morally true, cannot be asserted
Ttheoretically. It can be asserted only on the basis of the
moral consciousness. So Kant infers the antinomy.
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Thank you very much. That was a very good paper. There was only
one point which did not convince me. You said that Kant criticizes
Pascal’s wager. I would rather say that he agrees with Pascal,

1f not with quite Pascal’s manner. What does Kant say about
wagers and betting?

Student: It is the touchdown of pragmatic bellef.

Strauss: He knew that some men are willing to bet, say, one
dollar, but when it comes to betting one hundred dollars they
become heslitant. So the test of the strength of our pragmatic
belief 1s betting. This has nothing to do with Pascal’s doctrine
because Kant, at least, would not say that Pascal's problem in-
volves pragmatic concerns, but rather moral beliefs. But regard-
ing hls moral beliefs what does it suggest to us about the alter-
natives. The moral man believes that there will be another life,
and thls wlll strengthen his moral life. But what about the
lmmoral man? He wlll simply say that since there is no God and
no future life he will simply say that he will live as he sees
fit providing he avoids the earthly judges.

What does Kant say?

Student: He has no certainty that there is no God and no future-
1life.

Strausss Yes. And is this not fundamentally what Pascal does?

Student: Well, Pascal says that one must wager whereas Kant seems
to say that the immoral man . « «

Strauss: No. Kant says, in a way, the same thing. He& doesn't
speak of wagers. Pascal speaks only of Christianity and not of
a future life and God in general. But apart from that is it not
the same problem? :

Students Well, it is the same problem, but I think that Kant
thinks that he has a better solution to it than that of Pascal.

Straus&é”fBut 18 1t not a confirmation, rather, of Pascal’s wager
notlon?® That we cannot be certain and it is more prudent to
reckon with this possibility of God and punishment after death?

Students 1In that sense; yes.
Strausss Good, That is thé main issue,

Now it has become clear from Mr. 's paper how adequate is
what Kant himself said about the soul., That which counts ulti-
mately 1s morality or call it moral wisdom. Theoretical wisdom
1s strictly subordinate to that. In this most important respect,
morality and its essential implications - belief in God and in a
future life -~ the simplest man is in no worse position than the
greatest phllosopher,
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But you reminded us of another man to whom Kant defers by paying
him the great honor of taking a motto from his work - Bacon.
Bacon was, by the way, also highly admired by Rousseau. This
perhaps helps us understand Kant®s teaching as presented in this
sectlon and, in a way, in his whole work. Of course we must take
a broad view of Bacon and not limit ourselves to what Bacon
explicitly teaches. PRacon was, as it were, the originstor of
modern philosophy.

‘Let us be a bit more correct historically and speak of Hobbes
when we speak of Bacon. Hobbes was not too great a celebrator
of Bacon, but 1n such matters contemporaries cannot be trusted.

Kant says by his critique of pure theoretical reason that meta-
physical knowledge is impossible., I mean metaphysical in the
traditlonal sense of the word. Hence the theoretical life cannot
be the highest 1life. The truly human 1life is the moral life,

Not what was the Baconian~Hobblian assertion regarding the so-
called contemplative 1deal? What did they say -about theoretical
knowledge or science deviating from Aristotle? i

Student: Sclence properly understood is in the service of man-
kind.

S8trausss They use a more precise word than ™mankind.®
Students The sake of power for the relief of man's estate.

Strausst Yes. “Power" is the decisive word. Here we see the
difference from Kant. Kant would say = if we try to make it
into a slmple formula - "Science for the sake of what?"

Students For the sake of morality.

Strauss: Yes. Because the end of man can never be theoretical
perfection, but can only be morality. So as great as is the
difference between power and morality, as great 1s the change
which Kant effected in moral philosophy.

Let us consider this regarding a parallel point and that concerns
happiness. What does Kant say about happiness? What does he
say here 1n this section? We will hear more about it when we

come pf“ he Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals.

Studen%#: From the emplirical point of view it is the ultimate
end of all desires and senses., It i1s the one word which combines
everything that we seek for. That 1s, on an empirical basis.

Strauss:s But is it the end of man?
Student: Not as man.

Strauss: As what?

Students As a sensual animal,

Strausss But does this work out? How do we go about it? I
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mean, what 1s happening. Satisfaction of all our desires, or
what?

Students The question is whether happiness could be satisfaction
from an empirical point of wview, Will 1t be obtained from a moral
point of view if a man is worthy of happiness.

Strausst Yes, But we are speaking now of happiness. What Kant
implies and even states is that happiness is a very questionable
end., It 1s a natural end, but a questionable end.

Now let us look back to Aristotle to get some help in seeing what
the pecullarity of Kant 1s. What does Aristotle say about the
end of man? How does he call it?

Student which we translate as happiness.

Strauss: Yes. Let us translate 1t as happlness as everyone did.
The etymology we can forget about. That may be necessary in
other connections but not now. Happiness is the end of men.
Everyone agrees with that, If one wants a different paraphrase
of it, one can say, "An enviable state of being pleased - en-
viable satisfaction.™ I say enviable because you find sometimes -
moronic people who are smiling all the time, but no one really
envies him unless he 1s very unhappy and would exchange places
with anyone. So an enviable state of satisfaction. :

But, still, there are various forms of that., For example, some
people regard wealthy men as such happy. Is Aristotle satisfied
with that? No. Because he has lived too long to agree with
that. But what 1s happiness according to Aristotle?

Students Achieving excellence.

Strauss: Yes. Let us say virtuous activity. "Activity”™ because
if you are only dormant with your virtue that 1s not enough.,.
Virtuous activity, yes. But this needs something else. Does
not virtuous activity have conditions? '

Student: A modest competence.

Strausss Yes. What Aristotle calls the equlipment. 8o, let us
say, V + E - that 1s happiness. But with the emphasis on virtuous
activ meaning that if you lose all your equipment and are
ble condition like Priam at the conquest of Troy. His.
a8 undamaged because his nobility of character was

a@geds He suffered very much, but this gave him an occasion
even to exercise moral virtue, his nobilitye.

So we can say that for Aristotle the core of happiness is moral
virtue. For Kant morality is something radically different from
Aristotle. For in Kant's thinking you may be perfectly moral,
but that does not in any way guarantee you happliness, In a pas-
sage on page 838 in the second edition or thereabouts, Kant
states the problem. Let us say that the good life consists in
never aoting unjustly. 8till, does this suffice for us? Do we
not also desire not to suffer injustice? This has nothing to
do with our morality. It has to do with the morality of other
people. But we need both. So just .as Socrates distinguished

2
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between acting injustly or not acting injustly and suffering
injustice or not suffering ilnjustice, Kant distinguishes between
morality here and happiness there. So happliness does not in-
clude morality. Nevertheless there is a link between the two
things. That 1s indicated by Kant's formulas worthiness of
happiness. What 1s behind this formula? Let us look back at
people like Hobbes, Bacon, Locke and so on. They may be said to
have claimed against Aristotle, "You speak of happiness, the
natural end of man. But that doesn’t exist."” I willl read to
you one passage of Hobbes which 1s polemical, but not against
Aristotle in particular.

Leviathan, Chapter 6 towards the end: "Continued success in
obtalning those things which a man from time to tlme desires,
that 1is to say continual prospering. That i1s what men call
fellcity., I mean felicity of this life. For there is no such
thing as perpetual tranquility of mind because life itself is
but motion and can never be without desire nor without fear.

No more than without sense."” He doesn't speak of happiness in
the other life because it doesn't know anything about that. For
Hobbes there ls no happiness in the sense of a state, of a

level which there would be for Aristotle.

Happlness, we can say, in Hobbes 1s radically swubjective. Dif-
ferent people have different notions of happiness, and the same
man at different times. So happiness 1s something by which we
cannot take our bearings at all because of its radical subjecti-
vity. That is very bad. How shall we gulde our lives then?

How can there be a socilety of men if there are no common goals?
The answer which these men give is this: While happiness 1is
radically subjective - this is, of course, my bad, modern lingo,
but I must make myself understood - there are conditions of
happiness which apply to whatever you understand by happiness.
These conditions are, in the first place, 1ife; in the second
place, you must be free to circulate - freedom. Your possibility
of becoming happy - whatever you understand by happiness - will
be restrained if you are locked up. Third, you must have the
freedom to pursue happiness as you understand happiness. I am
trying to quote the Declaration of Independence. So, in other
words, while happliness 1s radically subjective, there are condi-
tlons of happiness which are universally valid regardless of
what you understand by happilness.

When Kant speaks of worthiness of happiness he does something
comparable to what these earlier thinkers did - to replace
happiness by a condition of happiness. Only Kant now calls this
condition the worthiness of happlness. But this is strictly
parallel to what I said before, l.e. that he replaces science
for the sake of power by scilence for the sake of morality,

There are quite a few things which we have to consider here.
Where shall we begin. He says at the beginning of today's
asgsignment, page 823, We won't read that now. Buman reason is
in need of discipline or which he has spoken in the preceding
section. But this 1s very humiliating, that reason itself
should need discipline, But, fortunately for reason, reason
ltself alone can exercise this discipline.
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Then he turns to the subject, "The Canon for Pure Reason,®
meaning for the right use of pure reason. It can concern only
1ts practical use as 1s stated in this first section,

Now let us turn to the first section of "The ILast End of the
Pure Use of our Reason." (The Critigue of Pure Reason, Norman
Kemp Smith tr. second edition).

Reader: "Reason is impelled by a tendency of 1its nature®

Strausss “Of its nature.” Let us not forget that reason has
a nature. Now this nature is different from the nature of
which Kant generally speaks, but it is important that Kant
can stlll speak and must speask of the nature of reason,

Let us perhaps read on page 826.

Reader: “The final aim to which the speculation of reason

« + « 1n accordance with a maxim which is inviolable, and which
1s so fundamental that without it we should not be able to
employ reason in any emplrical manner whatsoever"

Strausss We already know that. Go to the end of the paragraph,

Readerst These three propositions are for speculative reason
always transcendent, and allow of no immanent employment - that
ls, employment in reference to objects of experience, and so in
some manner really of service to us - but are in themselves,
notwlthstanding the very heavy labours which they impose upon
our reason, entirely useless.”

Strauss: These are, therefore, in no way necessary for know-
ledge and yet they are nevertheless urgently recommended to
us by our reason. Then their importance can only concern the
practical. And then he explains what the practical is which
was stated properly by Mr. .

Then he makes the distinction between pragmatic laws and moral
laws, Pragmatic laws are laws of prudence alming at our hap-
Piness, happiness understood in an amoral sense, Whereas,

- moral laws are radically distinguishable.

Now, in the paragraph after the next . ., .

Reade§§f "The whole equipment of reason, in the discipline
which may be entitled pure philosophy . « + in the constitu-
tion of our reason, been directed to moral interests alone."

Strauss: You see here the way in which Kant speaks in the
language of teleological theology. Kant does not make here
clear as he does later on that there is a nature wisely pro-
viding for us. This cannot be theoretically true. It cannot
be asserted as a theoretical truth. But, nevertheless, the
whole argument here 1s: What is the purpose of nature in
preventing us from having theoretical knowledge regarding God
and immortality while enabling us to have a moral fgith in a
God and in immortality? Here belief in God and 1mmortality
are presenting as presuppositions of morality and they arse
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explicitly so-called later on. This 1is not exactly what Kant
means as comes out in his later moral writings.

Regarding freedom there is an important passage on page 830. He
repeats first what he had said before in the passage which we
read last time on the distinction between the arbitrium brutum
and the arbitrium liberum,

Reader: “Practical freedom can be proved through experience . . .
These laws are therefore to be entitled practigal laws.”

Strauss: Now this distinction which Kant makes here between
laws of nature and laws of freedom i1s used throughout in his
later writings. This is a milestone. Kant no longer speaks of
natural laws in the traditional sense. He limits the natural
laws in the Newtonlan sense. The moral laws are called laws of
freedom. This break with nature of which we wlll see more, 1s
indicated by the terms. But the point which you surely observed
i1s that natural freedom can be demonstrated by experience. What
experience means here 1s hard to say. Whether he means here the
experience of natural sclence or ordinary experlence. I belleve
that 1t is safer to say that he means by that ordinary exper-
ience.

Now there comes a rather strange passage on page 831.

Readers “Whether reason is not, in the actions through which
it prescribes laws . . « a3 long as we are considering what
ought and what ought not be be done."

Strausss So, in other words, how this freedom would look 1f

we had trans-empirical knowledge, no one can say. And this can,
of course, also give rise to an extreme skepticism. That it may
agaln be nature, What does this mean? But Kant says, at any
ratg that for our practical use it 1s of no interest because we
cannot know anything of what he calls transcendental freedom.

And the practlical freedom. What does he say about that?

Reader: "While we thus through experience know practical freedom
to be one of the causes in nature, namely, to be a causality

of reason in the determination of the willl, transcendental
freedom demands the independence of this reason - in respect

of 1ts causality, 1n beginning a serles of appearances - from
all determining causes in the sensible world. Transcendental
freedo® ¥s thus, as it would seem, contrary to the law of

g:.8nd therefore to all posslble experience; and so remains
a problem,™

Strausss This is, I think, a rather loose restatement of what

he sald in discussing the antinomy between natural causality and
causality of freedom.

Now let us turn, then, to the second section, "The Ideal of the
Highest Good.”™ - We have heard Kant's formulation in the second
paragraph. ©"All the interests of my reason.”™ He says here

"my reason" because the questlons are, "What can I know?" “What
ought I to do?" "What may I hope?" This is confirmed later

by what he says on page 857. “One cannot say that it is morally



177

7/

certain that there is a God, but only that I am morally certain."
This 1is strictly concerning me. Existential, as reople have
called it later. There cannot be an objective certainty.

Now the key question here for Kant is, "What may I hope?" Be-
cause the first has been answered in the Critique of Pure Reason,
and the second is not problematic from Kant'’s point of view
because we have the moral law within us. But the third question,
wlll you read that part please? Page 834,

Reader: “The third question - If I do what I ought to do . . .
because something does happen.”

Strauss: Now what does he mean by the former and the latter?
What 1s the former and what is the latter?

Students The first and second laws of morality.

Strausss More brecisely, first the practical and second, the
theoretical., That is correct.

Now he goes over to the distinction between happlness and the
worthiness of happiness. The distinction is clear. Someone
may be worthy of happiness without being happy. Worthy of hap-
Piness can only be the moral man as Kant will explain later on.

Now let us turn to page 835,

Student: "I assume that there really are pure moral laws."
Strauss: That 13 important, "I assume.” Kant has not estab-
lished that and, in a way, he never establishes it at all in the

"Critigue of Pure Reason. We have to turn to the Poundations of
Metaphysical Morals, Begin again.

Readers "I assume that there really are pure moral laws . . .
in so far as he makes the effort to think such a law clearly."

Strausss That is, of course, hard. If he thinks of such a law
then he must think of it as absolutely commanding. But must he

conceive of morality in terms of law? That would be the question,
Go on.

Readers "Pure reason, then, contains, not indeed in its sSpecu=
lative employment, but in its practical employment which is also
moral, principles of the possibllity of experience, namely, of
such aotions as, in accordance with moral precepts, might

be met with in the history of mankind.”

Straussst Of man. "History" has here a very innocent meaning.
Things that people, chroniclers or newspapers made records.
That, in contradistinction to the philosophy of history. Go on.

Reader: "For since reason commands that such actions should take
place, it must be possible for them to take place."

Strausss Because reason cannot be unreasonable. Yes?
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Reader:s ‘Consequently, a speclal kind of systemabic unity . . .
Accordingly it is in their practical, meaning thereby their moral
employment, that the principles of pure reason have objective
reality.”

Strausss What does Kant mean when he says that reason has,
indeed, in regard to freedom in general - but not in regard to
the whole nature - causality? He follows the German sentence
structure. Reason has causality in regard to freedom in general,
but not in regard to the whole of nature. ’

Students The existence of rational beings 1s not a priori
necessary.

Strausss Surely not. But that is not, I think, what he means
here, Reason vouches for the possibility of acting morally.
"Thou ought,” hence "Thou canst.” That follows. If I know

that this is my duty I know that I can fulfill it. Otherwise

it couldn’t be my duty. But reason has no causality in regard -
to the whole of nature. And this is exactly the point., We can-
not vouch for our happiness. We can mske ourselves worthy of
happiness. But our power stops there. We can refrain from
acting unjustly, but we cannot prevent other people from doing
injustice to us. Therefore, iIf we want to have a harmony
between acting justly and not suffering injustice, this cannot
be achleved by man, but only by a being which has causality

in regard to the whole of nature. That is to say God. This is
the connection, It is stated a little bit later on page 836,
bottom. '

Readert "This ig the answer to the first of the two questions
of pure reason that concern its practical interesti-Do that
through which thou becomest worihy to be happy. The second
question 1is:-If I so behave as not to be unworthy of happiness,
may I hope thereby to obtain happiness? In answering this
questlon we have to consider whether the principles of pure
reason, which prescribe the law a priori, likewise connect
this hope necessarily with it."

Strausss Is the question understood? Assuming that pure reason
prescribes pure moral law, does it therefore follow that pure
reason entitles us to hope for that reward for our moral actions.
(without which reward there would be a terrible disharmony
Wwlthin the word between virtue and the reward for virtue)?

Kant says, "Yes. This is, indeed, the case.”

Let us read on page 838, the second paragraph. Kant's answer,
to repeat, is in the affirmative. We are entitled - even com-
pelled - to hope for the existence of such a supreme intelli-
gence which rewards virtue, :

Reader: "The idea of such an intelligence in which the most
perfect moral will, united with supreme blessedness, is the
cause of all happiness in the world-so far as happiness stands
in exact relation with morality, that 1s, with worthiness to be

happy-I entitle the ideal of the supreme good."
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Strausst Namely, the 1dea of such an intelligence. Or, simply
stated, the supreme good 1s God which 1s, of course, the tradi-
tional view. But in Kant 1t comes in as a necessary implication,
not to say consequence, of morality. Yes?

Readers "It is, therefore, only in the ideal of the supreme
original good"

Strauss: The "original goods"™ namely because they are derivative
goods like men. Yes.

Readers "that pure reason can find the ground of this connection
« o « Thus God and a future 1life are two postulates which, ac-
cording to the principles of pure reason, are, inseparable from
the obligation which that same reason imposes uoon us.”

Strauss: It couldn't express itself more strongly. In other
words, 1f there 1s a moral law, then we are compelled to hove
that God exists and that there is a future life. So Kant_really
does what Rousseau was aiming at in The Profession of Faith of
which I spoke in the first meeting, namely to find metaphysical
teaching which would be strictly related to morallty and nothinsg
else. What Rousseau or his character, the Vicar, tried to do,
but falled to do, Kant succeeds in doing at least much bhetter.
Kant uses evemr stronger language in the next paragraph.

Readers "™Morality, by itself, constitutes a system. Fevviness,
however, does not do so, save in so far ss it is distributed
in exact proportion to morality.”

Strauss: That happiness 1s not a system is a somewhat scholas-
tlc way of saying that 1t does not have an order and, therefore,
1t cammot be an ideal of reasom. It can only be an ideal of the
imaginatiomnr as Kant puts it elsewhere. Therefore, happiness
cannot be the standard., Only morality can be. Happiness can

be the standard, but morality tries for a harmony between morali-
ty and happlness, Go on.

Reader: "But thls 1s possible only in the intelligible world,
under a wise Author and Ruler. Such a Ruler, together with life
in such a world, which we must regard as a future world, reason
finds itself constrained to assume; otherwise 1t would have to
regard the moral laws as empty figments of the brain, since
without thls postulate the necessary consequence which it i1tself
connects with these laws"™

Strausss Who says, "postulate?"
Student: Norman Kemp Smith.

Strausss Yes, not Kant, Kant later on speaks of posulates of._
pure reason, but he doesn't call them that here in the Critique
of Pure Reasgsonr since the necessary effect of the saying which

the same reason connects with them would not follow without

that presupposition. Now postulate and presupposition are not
the same thing. It is a very strong statement. Morality becomes
an empty thing. How does Brutus say in Julius Caesar about virtue?
At any rate, 1t 1s a shadow of reason, but for God and the

future life. Finish this paragraph.
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Readers: ™"Hence also everyone regards the moral laws as commands
and this the moral laws could not be if they did not connect

a priorl suitable consequences with their rules, and thus carry
with them promises and threats. But this again they could not
do, if they did not reside in a necessary being, as the supreme
good, which alone can make such a purposlive unity possible.”

Strauss: Now, Mr, » you had a question.

Students At the beginning of 838 there 1s a suggestion that
everyone acts according to the moral laws. In other words, if
there were a society in which not only one individual acted that
way, but everyone acted that way, then there would be no pos-
8ibllity of your being treated unjustly. Morality, in that

sense - 1f there were a perfect society - would be self-rewarding.
1f that were a possibility it would seem that God and a future
1ife are no longer . . .

Strausss Yes. I am glad that you brought that up. What would
this be, not only in theological language, but in Kant's lan~
guage?

Student:s The City 6f God.

Strauss: No. The realm of God on earth., That was the point
which later on was the objection of some people in the 19th
century - the Communists especlally, but not only them. To

some extent also Hegel. The successors of Kant attacked him on
the grounds that he wanted to have a reward, The harmony which
can reasonably be expected between acting Justly and not suffer-
ing injustice can be brought about by an improved social-politi-
cal life. And Kant 1s very much concerned with the earthly
condition. Otherwise he would not have written the Perpetual
Peace and other things. But a2ll the more urgent becomes the
question, "What kept Kant bcock from the seemingly obvious solu-
tion to the problem?" What was 1t?

Students Censorship.

Strausss No. That 1s the problem with almost all of the not
quite orthodéx writers of the 18th century. One can, of course,
say when confronted with such difficulties, "At least considei
that they might keep something up thelr asleeves,™ but not in
the casg of Kant. We will come to that. It 1s true. We will
see tha§, Kant is very alive to the morally questionable char-
acter~q§%say1ng things which one does not believe. Much more
than Plato or Socrates. (laughter) Why do you laugh? I do not
criticize it. I would only like to know why you are laughing.

Students Because usually we don't consider saying something
that you don't mean as, in some sense, immoral.

Strauss: Who says something which he does not mean? .ILook what
Plato does with the noble 1lie. Socrates in The Republic. BHe

18 worse. Not only does he commit a noble lie, he asks and
urges any founders of this perfeoct city to use the noble 1lie.
What 1s so exhlliarating., That I would like to know. That Kant
should be more moralistic than Plato or Soctrates? :
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Student: I don't think that he 1s more moralistic (inaudibile)

Strausss But may I tell you, as a matter of fact, that Kant
explicitly taught that lying 1s universally evil, He was even
wondering whether such little lies as "Your humble servant" at
the end of a letter-might not be morally bad. I believe he
admitted the latter. He was not too stupid. But in other points
it goes very far. For example, revolutions against a beastly
tyrant were strictly forbidden. Why? Because you cannot make

a revolutlon without conspiring unless you are a complete loner
and that won't work. But conspire means, of course, to lie.
Someone asks you, "Why do you talk to this fellow all the time?"
And then you say, "Because we play bridge.”™ Why? So far does

it go 1n the case of Kant. It 1s very rsmarkasble that when we
discuss such questions we must laugh. That is part of the prob-
lem. There is some wickedness in us that we enjoy some immorali-
tles when talked about. For example, murder would not cause
such an exhiliaration I do not think.

Students There is a play called Playboy of the Western World
which 1s a comedy about a man who has killed hls father and the
people think 1t 1s very funny when he talks about 1t, but when
they see 1t they think it is terrible.

Strauss: But was this murderer of his father by any chance an
intellectual? . '

Students It didn't really happen, but he thought 1t did and they
thought it diqd.

Strausss Because they might have laughed at him as an intel-
lectual as an intellectual regardless of what he did.

Students Yes. Well, they laughed when they only heard about
it.

Strausss Yes, Well I am glad to hear about it.

Second Student: I think that the occasion of the laughter 1s the
s Book I at the end. We agree with Kant and when
you remind us what Socrates did our reaction is that of Cyrus
when he said, "Oh, but you can do these things."™ Kant brings us
up as nobly as a Persian . . .

Strauss® But only those who have read the Education of Cyrus
can follow Mr. + Can you state that?

Second Student: Well, Cyrus had been brought up as a good Per-
sian boy. "Thou shall not steal, loot, never tell lies. Play
no tricks." And then papa took him out to go hunting across the
frontier and pointed out te him, "You are a big boy now. Use
your wits." The boy answered, "I don't know how." His father
said, "But you know all about it." Didn't we teach you to hunt
and to deceive animals?® And Cyrus laughed.

Strausss In other words, this double morality., That in war we

may cheat. And, of course, the laughing is the same phenomenon
which we have here.



/e

Student: The laughter also might be involved with the idea that
someone who lies might be more moral than someone who does not.

Strausss Yes, there are such cases. But Kant denies that.

Student:s There does seem to be a historical incldent when Kant
was called before the King for his theologlcal wrltings and was

. regylired not to publish anything further of a similar nature.

Strausss Yes. That was easy. Then he didn’t say anything and
that 1s not lying.

Student: But that 1s not speaking the truth elther. That 1s a
distinction which Kant makes. If you don't say anytling then you
do not lie., But you can say, "That is a very subtle thing « « "

Is there any other polnt regarding this matter?

In order to understand Kant's argument a bit better, let us look
on page 841, the first paragraph.

. Reader: "Happiness, taken by itself, is, for our reason, far from
being the complete good. » . and not conversely the prospect of
happiness that makes possible the moral disposition. :

Strauss: That is crucial. That is a clearer statement than we
had before. As it appeared from earllier statements, morallty

has no force unless I can be assured of a reward. Then I act 4
immorally. But I must wish for God and future life from morality.
As 1t were, not thinking so much of my future reward, but of

the future reward of other people.

Kant tries to show in the sequel on page 842 following that the
moral theology, i.e. the theology which follows from the demands
of morality as distinguished from a physical theology - a theo-
logy based on the observation of order in nature. Only a moral
theology can lead to a God as one most perfect and intelligent
original being. Theoretical reasoning would never lead in any
cagse - even if it did lead to God it would never lead to one God
nor to a reasonable God.

Here 1s one point which is quite remarkable on page 843, That
there must be one highest God, one highest will.

Readers - "For how, under different wills, should we find complete
unity of ends.™

Strausss But there 1s a question. If these gods were all of
super-human rationality . . .

Students They would have the perpetual peace treaty.

Strauss: Treaty would noﬁ be necessary. A complete friendship
among them,

So deeply 1s Kant under the spell of the Biblical traditionm.
There 1s another sign of that towards the bottom of page 844
where Kant says very simply and strongly that the highest pur-
poses are those of morality. That admits of no question. Kant

5
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will state 1n clearer words and in a very powerful form this
problem at the beginning of the Foundations of the Metaphysics

of Morals. Let us look on page 845 towards the end of the page.
He speaks of the history of human reason,

Readers MAccordingly we find, in the history of human reason,
that untll the moral concepts were sufficiently purified and
determined, and until the systematic unity of their ends was
understood in accordance with these concepts and from necessary
principles, the knowledge of nature, and even a quite considera-
ble development of reason in many other sciences, could give
rise only to crude and incoherent concepts of the Deity, or as
sometimes happened resulted in an astonishing indifference in
regard to all such matters."

Strauss: So the cultivation of theoretical reason did not have
any serlous effect on man’s notion of God. But the cultivation
of morality did., Yes? :

Reader: ™A greater preoccuption with moral ideas, which was
rendered necessary by the extraordinarily pure moral law of our
religion, made reason more acutely aware of its object, through
the interest which it was compelled to take in it."

Strausss Excuse thils seemingly improper question, but there
are authors where one never knows what they mean by "we."
What 1s it in Kant?

Student: Christianity.

Strauss: There cannot be the slightest doubt, But it is very
rare. I do not have a concordance of Kant. I think that there
1s none 1n existence., But it would be interesting to see
whether Kant, apart from his writing on religion, speaks of
"our" religion, It is very rare.

In the last paragraph of this section he makes clear that there
1s not possible a deduction of the moral laws from the moral
theology because the moral laws loglically precede the moral
theology. On page 847.

Reader: %So far, then, as practical reason has the right to
serve as our gulide, we shall not look upon actions as obligatory
because they are the commands of God, but shall regard them
as divine commands because we have an inward obligation to them."

Strausss So, in other words, there are no divine commands,
We cannot regard any commands as divine except the moral laws,
Yes?

Readers "We shall study freedom according to the purposive
unity that is determined in accordance with the principles of
reason, and shall belleve ourselves to be acting in conformity
Wwith the divine will in so far only as we hold sacred the moral
law which reason teaches us from the nature of the actions them-
selves; and we shall believe that we can serve that will

only by furthering what is best in the world, alike in ourselves
and in others.® '
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Strauss: This 1s Kant's last word about religion. Religion
consists 1in regarding the moral laws - and, of course, in obeying
the moral laws - as divine commands. There are no duties to=-
wards God distinguished from the duties towards ourselves and
others. The last sentence saild, "the best in the world.,™ We

can also say, "the best of the world." We have to make the world
as good as possible., God does not need us in any way. There

1s no place for prayer and other acts of worship. In other
words, there are no dutles towards God different from our dutiles
towards men.

If you look at what has happened in theology and in religious
practice in many parts of the Western world, you know that here
you have one of the sources of that.

We come, then, tc the last section. The striking thing asbout

it is that Kant distinguishes here three kinds of falths pragmatilc
faith, say the falth which a physician has that this ls the right
treatment for this particular disease. He cannot know, perhaps,
but he is willing to risk his reputation. The second 1s doctrinal
falth. For example, Kant has a doctrinal faith that there are
human beings on some other planet., I.e., he does not know, but

it seems highly probable to him and he would invest all the
savings, if any, that he had 1n making possible an expedition.
Then there is moral faith, faith based on morality. There 1s
nothing said about religlous faith here. That 1s quite interest-
ing.

Student: What about 854. "We must admit the doctrine of the
exlstence of God.belongs to doctrinal belief."

Strauss: That is true., But not in the same sense. The example
which he gave before was about life on other planets. Alright
read this section which you begen to read. :

Student: "Now we must admit that the doctrine of the existence
of God belongs to doctrinal belief. For as regards theoretical
knowledge of the world, I can cite nothing which necessarily
presupposes this thought as the condition of my explanations of
the appearances exhibited by the world, but rather am bound so
to employ my reason as if everything were mere nature. Pur-
posive unity 1is, however, so important a condition of the ap-
plicatlon of reason to nature that I cannot ignore it, especial-
ly as experlence supplies me so richly with examples of it.

But I know no other condition under which this unity can

supply me with guidance in the investigation of nature, save only
the postulate that a supreme intelligence has ordered all things
in accordance with the wisest ends."

Strausss And then read page 855 bottom.

Reader: "But the merely doctrinal belief is somewhat lacking

in stabllity; we often lose hold of 1it, owing to the speculative
difficulties which we encounter, although in the end we always
inevitably return to it."

Strausss The final discussion of this problem of the teleology
of nature - Is it possible to give an account of living beings
without assuming theology is found in the Critique of Judgement.



Readers “It is quite otherwise with moral belief.!

Strausss I will qualify my statement. You called this reli-
glous belief. :

Students But natural theology.

Strauss: You may call 1t that, but Kant doesn't call it that.,
Surely Kant doesn't explicitly speak of religious belief here
in this section. So we will leave it at that.

This statement at the end is quite impressive, bringing out the
closeness of Kant to Rousseau of which I have spoken before.



Seminar on Kant: Session V
April 18, 1967

We will turn today to Kant's moral doctrine. We hawve discussed
insufficiently, but sufficiently for our own purposes I hope,

. Kant's theoretical philosophy. Now I would like to summarize
this philosophy so that we do not forget it as we turn to Kant's
moral teachings. In order to understand Kant's theoretical

doctrine as understood especially in the Critique of Pure Reason
we must consider pre-Kantian rationalism. We must study tnis

in order to understand the change effected by Kant., I take as

an example Spinoza's "Critique of Miracles™ in the Theological,
Political Treatise. When we analyze Spinoza's argument we dis—
cern a twofold argument: first, miracles are impossible; second,
miracles are unknowable, These are two different propositions.
Roughly, regarding the seconmd point Spinoza's argument is that the
fact that we do not know & natural cause for a given event does
not prove that there is not g natural cause which will be dis-
covered in the future., This is also not sufficient for Spinoza's
purpose as one could show and, therefore, it is supplemented by
another argument namely that the Biblical miracles are not

events of which we know directly. We know them only through
reports. Are these reports trustworthy? Have the observations
been made by trained observers or by simple people without such
training?

Let us discuss first the first point - the impossibility of
miracles, This is presented by Spinoza in the Treatise as deri- .
vative from a certain theological treatise namely that the intel-
lect of God and the will of God are identical. This is, as
Spinoza presents it, a vwholly arbitrary premise. Ultimately, this
would lead back to the argument presented in Spinoza's Ethics,
especially in the definitions occurring at the beginning of the
Ethics. There Spinoza gives the definitions of "substance,"
Taceident® and so on which are modifications of the traditiona&_
definitions, No reasons are given why these definitions should
be superior to the traditional ones. These definitions are, one
can say, arbitrary. They are not, however, meant to be arbitrary.
They derive their evidence from the purpose which they serve,
namely, how to give a clear and distinct account of the whole,

In present day language, how to give a scientific account of the
wholei It is presupposed - as already in Descartes - that the
clear apd distinct account is identical with the txrue account.
But this is a questionable assertion. It would mean that what

is not clearly or distinctly known or knowable is not true.

But why should this be? It would be a great convenience if it
were, but this is not a good enough reason. Spinoza expresses
the whole position in one simple proposition in the second book
of the Ethics: "We possess adequate knowledge of the essence of
God," buk no non-theologian would ever have granted that. But

if we possess adequate knowledge of the ground of everything then
there is no question that we can get adequate knowledge - clear
and distinct knowledge - of God, So the proof of the impossibi-
1lity of miracles rests on very questionable foundations,
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What about the proof of the unknowability of miracles? This has
a certain plausability because it is simply guided by the spirit
of empirical, causal explangtion., If we can give a causal ex-
planation of a given event that doesn't solve the issue because
‘there may be such an explanation in the future with the progress
of science. But this has one drawback, There might be miracles,
although we would never know them, This seems to protect the
sphere of man from any possible miracles because we cannot know
them. In other words, this corresponds to Kant's distinction
between the world of possible experience and the thing in itself
of which we can have no knowledge. ‘

There is one difficulty here. Could the world in itself not be
accessible on the basis of faith and then, of course, miracles
would not be knowable, but believable,

Let us turn now to Kant, Kant takes it for granted that miracles
are unknowable, We cannot possibly experience a breach.in the
natural laws. But this reasoning which disposes of the miracles
disposeg at the same time with freedom, Spinoza knew that and
he liked it. Kant, however, is very dissatisfied with this
state of affairs, ,

Eant's problem can, therefore, be stated as follows: How can one
assert freedom without letting in miracles again? That is the
problem which Kant has to solve and which he solves primarily by
his moral theology. A moral world subject to a law of its own -
moral law - which also excludes miracles.

There are two different laws, the laws of nature and the laws of
freedom. Between them they make miracles impossible, For ex-
ample, miracles presumably have something to do with divine
grace - undeserved happiness as it appears in Kantian terms,
There must not be any undeserved happiness, In other words, the
twofold legislation makes miracles impossible, Yes?

Student: Why does a miracle have to be undeserved happiness?
Cannot a man have been so good as to deserve a miracle?

Strauss: Then he would get what he deserves. That would be a
nonmiraculous assignment of the happiness which he deserves,
There are no exceptions to any rules. Either there are moral
laws or the laws of the distribution of happiness and there are
natural laws, This, then, is the peculiar position of Kant
compared,. say, with Kant,

Does anyone have a question regarding what I have just mentioned?

Student: Does this mean, then, that not only does Rant say that
miracles are unknowable, but that they are impossible?

Strauss: Yes. 1In the first place, he can only say that they
are unknowable. The thing in itself is unknowable, hence mira-
cles are possible. But at this point his moral theology enters,
We have some access to the thing in itself through our moral
consciousness which compels us to postulate the existence of
God as a moral God, let us say. Thus morality would exclude the
miracles. We cannot know this, but it is the only assertion
vwhich we can make with any foundatiom, the foundation in this
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case being our moral conscience. If there are no more questions
regarding this point we will turn to Mr. 's paper.

Mr, s that was a clear paper, but some points I think you
misunderstood. You said at the begimning, "%he distinction of
philosophy into logic, physics and ethies wa8 originated by
Kant.," That is not true, Kant himself says that it is an an-
cient distinetion. It goes back to a pupil of Plato,

So it is very old.,

What Kant tries to do is to give it a new rationale. That is
the first point,

Now when we speaks in the segquel of the metaphysics of morals
and the metaphysics of nature, what does metaphysics here mean?

Student: It means the things that we know-a priori - that is,
without regard to experience — about these two branches of
knowledges

Strauss: So metaphysics here no longer has the meaning which it
had in the past, the metaphysics which Kant claims +to have -—
destroyed.

Student: But what he makes as the first science is somethin
different from metaphysics, '

Strauss: The distinction which Kant himself makes is transcen-
dent metaphysics of the past (which is impossible acecording to
him) and immanent metaphysies, the metaphysics within the sphere
of reason. This is then divided into the two parts, the meta-
physics of nature and the metaphysics of morals. The founda-
tion of both of them is found in the critique of reason, of
both theoretical and practical reason.

When you tried to give an acecount of Kant's analysis of morality
you saw that this is very different from, say, the Aristotelian
account, But I am not sure that you did not misrepresent Kant
in this connection. When you spoke about what Kant said about
temperament- can you repeat what you said about that?

Student: Temperaments are gifts of nature which may be bad, I
also said that as they are gifts of nature they are not some-
thing for which a man appears to be wholly responsible,

Strauss:: He is not in any way responsible for it.

Student: I said that this would would appear to be another
reason for attributing moral character to the founding of the
will alone in that it is only in regard to this faculty that
man can be held responsible regardless of the work of nature.
Therefore, only this will could be universally binding on all
men regardless of what kind of temperaments they were provided:
with by nature,

Strauss: So what, then, would be the difference between him
and Aristotle? This is what you have in mind now. That to
Aristotle the gifts of nature to some and the withholding from
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others somehow forms part of our judgement of the man,

Student: And also Aristotle seems to lay greater possibility of
the education and the formation of what was given by nature in
order that the affections can be directed in a certain way by
education.

Strauss: Yes, I can see that - especially in the section which
you have read - Kant gives the impression of doing that, but
this is not quite sufficient. But it is now a bit clearer to me
what you meant than before,

As to this key point which Kant makes and which he will make more
fully in the sequel - the universality of the maxims - what does
he mean? Take the example of lying, I find it more convenient
in a given situation to lie. How do I find out that this is the
wrong judgement?

Student: He says that the grounds of prudence must be clearly
distinguished from those of morality. What I must ask is, "What
if other people - also finding it convenience in these circum—
stances - also broke the laws of morality against lying? Would
it be alright?"

Strauss: In the first place, when Kant speaks of prudence he
does not mean what Aristotle .means when he speaks of prudence,
i.e. practical reason. He means only calculation., It is wholly
amoral, whereas with Aristotle prudence is essentially moral,

I mentioned earlier in this course the doctrine of Rousseau re-
garding the general will, I have my particular will - I ook
the example that I don't like to pay taxes. How does this
desire look when I try to give it the form of a law? Then it
would mean that no one should pay any tazxes. Then I see that
my desire is irrational. I generalize my will.

Kant is more radical. He doesn't speak of generalization, but
of universalization. Because it is not only the community of
which I am a member and in whose assembly I vote, but it applies
to all rational beings., And it is not particularly the wills,
but the maxims,

What is a maxim?

Student: A maxim as distinguished from a formal principle is a
law about some specific kind of practice like lying.

Strauss: A maxim is not a law in itself, A maxim is a general
rule which I choose and on which I act. For example, I would
like to make it my rule to live as conveniently as possgible.
That is my maxim, Maxim comes from the Latin ’
namely the first premise of a syllogism. So we act - whether
we make it clear to ourselves or not - always on maxims, These
maxims on which we act may change, but in the case of every
maxim on which I act, I must test it by universalizing it in the
following manner., Not only must I say that everyone else will
act on this maxim, but everyone else is to act under that pre-
supposition under the law. Then I must see whether this can
still make sense. How would it work in the case of lying?
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In a given case I find lying convenient, What should I consider
in this case?

Student: You have to consider - convenience aside - whether it
could be a rational law,

Strauss: How would this testing proceed?
Student: One imagines what would happen if everyone lied.

Strauss: Not only everyone lying, but everyone morally obliged
to lie. Is such a world possible?

Student: Is it possible to say what I said in my paper - that a
~maxim is the grounds on which a person justifies his actions?

Strauss: Yes, you can say that., But the point is that the maxim
as such is not a law. A maxim is that upon which I act or ha-
bitually act. And the maxim is to be tested by its ability to
become a universal law, Therefore, acecording to Kant we do not
need any other consideratidn or any experience, but only this
test to know whether an action is moral or not. Yes?

Student: Going back to this lying and everyone being under the
moral obligation to lie, Is it reasonable or possible to have
a law which everyone is under the obligation to follow?

Strauss: Alright, then, it is permitted to lie whenever he seces
fit.

Student: But how do we test this if not by experience? If I
say that in my judgement such a situation would be undesireable,
hence , « »

Strauss: But Kant says more. It would be impossible. We would
contradict ourselves, :

Let us see how Kant proceeds because what we.find in the first
gsection is only prefatory to the main discussion in the second
section,

Let us, then, turn to the Preface of the Foundation of the Meta-
gics of Morals. Xant starts with the traditional distinction

between logic, physics, and ethics - the post-Platonic distinc-

tion. TYebt Kant reinterprets it. Let us read the first paragraph.

Reader: ™Ancient Greek philosophy was divided into three
sciences -~ physics, ethics and logic. This division conforms
perfectly to the nature of the division of the subject and one
can improve on it perhaps only by supplying its principle in
order both to insure its exhaustiveness and to define correctly
necessary subdivisions,."

Strauss: This is what Kant and modern thinkers generally try to
do, to be "systematic." They try to deduce, for example, this
distinction from a higher principle, just as if you look at
Aristotle'’s Ethicg you find there a number of virtues,- Aristotle
does not indicate the principle underlying this division,
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Modern man - and not only modern man - want to have a principle
which makes it clear that there are these and these and no other
virtues, ©Skip the next two paragraphs and read on.

Reader: "All philosophy so far as it is based on experience
may be called empirical, But so far as it presents its doctrine
solely on the basis of a priori principles it may be called
pure philosophy."

Strauss: You see Kant uses here "science®™ and "philosophy"
synonymously, Yes,

Reader: "The latter, pure philosophy, when merely formal is
logic. When limited to definite objects of understanding it is
metaphysics, In this way there arises the idea of a twofold
metaphysics, a metaphysics of nature and a metaphysics of morals.
Physics, t%erefore, will have an empirical and also a rational
par‘t...

Strauss: "A rational part" being the metaphysics of nature.

Reader: " . . . and ethics likewise, In ethiecs, however, the
empirical part may be called more specifically practical anthro-
pology, the rational part morals proper." ,

Strauss: So practical anthropology - at least an important part
of it - would be the art of influencing men, This is not moral-
ity, but practical anthropology in EKant's sense.

So here Kant tells us of the metaphysics of morals with which
he will deal later, compared with the other parts of philosophy,
especially pure philosophy.

Let us skip the next paragraph and read the following one.

Reader: "Since my purpose here is directed to moral philosophy
I narrow the proposed questions o o "

Strauss: I.e,, Wwe can also say, "to the metaphysics of morals."

Reader: "Is it not of the utmost necessity to construet a
pure moral philosophy which is completely free from everything
which may be only empirical and thus belong to anthropology.

Strauss:  Anthropology in the wide sense where it would ineclude
what we would call psychology, sociology and so on. Yes?

Reader: "That there must be such a philosophy is self-evident
from the common idea of duty and moral laws."

Strauss: Here, here, Very few people today would regard this
as self-evident, Why is it so evident? That we will see in the
sequel.

Reader: "Everyone will admit that the law, if it is to hold
morally . . . and that every other precept which rests in prin-
ciples of mere experience - even a precept which is in certain
respects universal - so far as it leans in the least on empiri-
cal grounds may be called a practical rule, but never a moral law,'
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Strauss: Why is it, then, so evident that there must be a pure
moral philosophy without any empirical basis? The experience
upcen which ethics could be based is, of course, experience of
man, of the nature of man. If you add other animals - perhaps
primals - that wouldn't change the situation a bit.

Why is this insufficient? Why must the fundamental part of
morals be divorced from any consideration of the mature of man,
from any empirical considerations?

Student: inaudible

Strauss: He uses nature only as ., ., ?

Student: As what men do empirically,

Strauss: Not only that. Kant goes beyond that.

Student: Following Hume he recommends that from induction you
can never get even the slightest necessity., Necessity has to
. be something which is the condition of intellection.

Strauss: That is true, but there is a more specific reason
which he indicates here, . Yes?

Student: That were we to imagine other rational beings (not
necessarily constructed with human nature) they must also neces-
sarily follow the laws. That must be the premise,

Strauss: And this is not merely a play of the imagination, the
necessity to think of such possible beings. What is the mos%t
important case involved?

Student: God.

Strauss: 7Yes, In other words, if morality were essentially
related to human nature then there would be no reason why our
notions of justice, for example, could in any way be applied to
God.

Student: What makes it so evident that they should be?(inaudible)

Strauss: But from Kant's point of view that is not wvalid. The
enlightened part of his readers would have granted this. But
the point is this. While Kant destroys (or claims to destroy)
speculative or theoretical theology, the possibility of God's
existence is for Kant essential. Therefore, we have to consider
the possibility of an amoral or transmoral God and morality must
be defined so as to include the application to God. Therefore,
as Mr. mentioned, the veracity of God - as demanded by
Descartes 1n a famous passage - is necegsary,.

God must be moral in the sense in which we ought to be moral.
That is to say that what we mean by God is a holy being, Foly

means a being which is completely just and perfectly mer=l., OFf
man we cannot say that. We have no reason to assume ti:at =2ny
man is wholly just. But we know that we ought to be pzilertly

just. So the Biblical notion.that God's ways are not CuI Ways
%Sdp%88i8d882 moral }aws are in no way applicable to Gcd - that

2
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Let us now read the sequel.

Reader: "Thus not only are moral laws together with theirx
principles . . « though he is capable of the idea of a practiecal,
pure reason, he is not so easily able to make is concretely
effective in the conduct of his life."

Strauss: This is meant 4o be in passing. We still need the
power of judgement in order to apply the moral laws properly.
Now what does this mean? For example, I know that I ought not
to lie under any circumstances. I ought never to say anything
which is not true. Of course, I must know the truth. If I say
what is objectively a falsehood, believing it to be true, then
I do not lie. This does not cause any difficulty as far as Kant
is concerned. But there are other difficulties. I will give
you an example, If I sign "Yours sincerely," but I am not yours
g8incerely, then I must make some judgement to decide if it is
worthwhile to say "Yours insincerely." So we still need judgement
The main point, though, is wholly independent of any experience.

Go on now to the next paragraph.

Reader: "A metaphysics of morals is, therefore, indispensable,
not merely bucause of motives to speculate on the sources of
& priori practical principles which lie in our reason . . "

Strauss: In other words, not only because we as theoretical
men wish to have a complete survey of all a priori kmowledge
which we possess (which is a legitimateé -concern for Kant but not
the sole reason),

Reader: "But also because morals themselves remain subjeet to
all kinds of corruption so long as the guide and supreme norm
for their correct estimation is lacking. For it is not suf-
ficient to that which should be morally good that it conform
to the law. It must be done for the sake of the law."

Strauss: This is a distinction which if developed means the
distinction between legality and morality, and which is crucial
for Kant. An acbion which is legal according to the moral law
is not for this reason moral because it may not have been chosen
for the sake of the moral law. For example, I may refrain from
lying because I find it much too troublesome - I must lie again -
and again in order to support my first lie. Hence I act legally,
but I 46 not act morally because I do not act for the sake of
the law. Go on.

Reader: "Otherwise the conformity is merely contingent and
spurious because, although the unmoral ground may indeed now and
then produce lawful actions, more often it brings forth unlaw-
ful ones."

Strauss: In other words, this desire for convenience which
induces me not to lie will also induce me to refrain from in-
convenient duties. Is this not so? Therefore it is not a good
maxim: I will follow my convenience above everything ¢}se.

Reader: "But the moral law can be found in its purity and
genuineness - which is the central concern in the practizal -
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nowhere else than in a pure philosophy . . « it spoils the
purity of morals themselves and works contrary to its own end."

Strauss: Kant speaks in the following paragraph of the "pure
will" just as he speaks of "pure thinking." Pure will is the
will determined by the a priori moral law and pure thinking is
a priori thinking,

Let us then turn to the beginning of the paragraph after that.

Reader: "As a preliminary to a metaphysics of morals which I
intend some day to publish I issue these foundations. There is,
to be sure, no other foundation for such a metaphysics than the
critical examination of the pure practical reason just as there
is no other foundation for metaphysics than the already published
examination of the pure speculative reason."

Strauss: The latter, of course, is the Critigue of Pure Reasona .
This book, The Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, is a
provisional statement the full statement of which would be a
critique of pure practical reason as he calls it. But a cri-
tique of pure practical reason, Kant says here, is not so
terribly important. So Kant does not promise that he will

write a critique of pure practical reason. He did try to

publish it a few years later, but in this respect he changed

his mind, So the plan would be a critique of pure reason, i.e.
pure speculative reason followed by a work on the metaphysics

of nature which Kant published. Then The Foundatioms of the
Metaphysics of Morals followed later by a metaphysic of morals
which he also wrote and published, Kant changed his mind as to
the necessity of a much more extensive foundational considera-
tion and wrote, therefore, after this work The Critigue of Pure
Practical Reason. Yes?

Student: You described this as provisional. I think that at

the end of the Critique he suggests that on the basis of what
has been laid down there, he can be confident that the principles
be derives Prom the Critique in both morals and physics are
things which he can be confident of. Must we say that they

are provisional in the sense that he would not have the confi-
dence about them that he would have about the Critigue of Pure
Reason?

Strauss: No. I must have expressed myself wronfly. What
Kant is this, (illustration on blackboard) The Foundation of
the Mezgg%xsics of Morals to the metaphysics of morals is equal
to The Critique of Pure Reason to the metaphysics of nature,
Later on he changed his mind and replaced it, as it were, by

The Critique of Practical Reason. Is this clear?

Student: Yes. DBut he seems to imply in The Critique of Pure
Reagon that even without a separate critique of practical -
reason he has shown enough having derived the principles stated
here not merely provisionally, but with confidence. In ~:her
words, it seems to me that there is a certain overlap * :“.izen
The Critigue of Pure Reason and o . .

Strauss: Yes. DBut if we look at the finished works w%: oan say
that the procedure in this book is analytical, ascendi: . “rom
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ordinary moral understanding to metaphysics. And the essence of
The Critique of Practical Reason is synthetic, as Kant calls it,
meaning it (inaudible)

There are quite a few things which have been changed and im-
proved in the later work. We, of course, limit ourselves en-
tirely to this first stage.

Then let us turn to the first sgsection.

Reader: "Nothing in the world, indeed, nothing even beyond the
world can possibly be conceived which could be called good with-
out qualification except a good will.,"

Strauss: "Good will" is more than underlined. How would we
translate this into Aristotle or, for that matter, Plato?

Student: The mode of the virtuous man,

Strauss: What corresponds to will in Aristotle.
Student: Deliberation,

Second Student: The themos.

Strauss: What has the themos to do with the will? Themos is
the irascible part of the soul. Why should the will be iras—
cible and not also (inaudible)?

Student: Didn't Aristotle say at the beginning of the Ethics
if the irascible part can be conjoined to the rational part of
the soul it can master the appetités in the same way that Kant
says that practical reason united with the will . . «

Strauss: (inaudible)

It is very hard to say what would correspond to will in Aristotle
and Plato, But I will read you two passages which will show
you the importance of this notion in pre-Kantian thought. The
first is from Augustine's City of God, Book 14, Chapter T:

"The man's whose firm resolve is to love God and to love his
neighbor not according to man, but according to God as he loves
alsc himself, this man is - without any guestion - because of
this Igggfsaid to be a man of good will,

The man of good will is the man who loves God with his whole
heart and loves his neighbor like himself, Here Augustine makes
it quite clear what he means by "a man of good will." In Kant
this content is completely absent,

Now I will read you a passage from Thomas Aquinas, Suma
» Book 3, Chapter 116: v

"Man is said to be good with a view to the fact that h: 33 a
good will by which he actualizes whatever good is in k..., A
will, however, is good because of the fact that it will:: :he
good and especially the greatest good which is the erni. Ihe
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more this man wills this good, the more this man is good. That
man wills to a higher degree, therefore, what he wills out of
love than what he wills out of fear." TFor what he wills only
out of fear is said to be mixed with the involuntary. That is
a reference to Aristotle, So, for example, someone who throws
his merchandise into the sea out of fear (I mean in order to
save his life)., "Hence the love of the highest good,? that is
to say, of God, "makes man good.to the highest degree."

So that is fundamentally what Thomas Aquinas means., And here we
see a great difference from Kant because Kant's good will does
not have this reference to a love of God or of one's neighbor,

Now let us turn to Aristotle to see the difference between him
and Kant. I will read you only one passage at the beginning of
the Nichomachean Ethics:

"The man who (inaudible) . . « Justice is the most noble or the
fairest, Best is health. But to win vwhatever one desires is
the pleasantest.”

In other words, the noble, the good, and the pleasant are three
entirely different considerations, What is most pleasant is
something radically different from what is best and also from
what is fairest.

"But we do not allow that he" (that man who makes this point)
"is right. For happiness is at once the fairest and the best
and the most pleasant." :

Therefore, the man of good will (if we apply this concept) - the
man who chooses best - would be that man who chooses that which
is at the same time the most resplendent, the best and the most
Pleasant, That is happiness,

What does Kant do with the Aristotelian assertion. If we try
to make Kant's assertion in the terms of Aristotle one would
say that only the noble has to be considered. The noble as
noble does not in any way imply the good and the pleasant.

And while the good and the pleasant are, of course, attractive
to us by nature, they are of no interest as far as our true
worth is concerned., Our true worth consists only in our morality,
i.e. of choosing the noble as noble. But we have already re-
tranglated, as it were, Kant into the language of Aristotle and
whether something important of Kant has not been lost in that
translation we must see,

Now Kant gives a survey of those things which are not unqualifi-
edly good. What are they? Read the beginning,

Reader: "The intelligence, wit, judgement and the other talents
of the mind - however they may be named - or courage, resolute-
ness and perseverence - the qualities of temperament - are
doubtless in many respects good and desireable, but they can
become extremely bad and harmful if the will which is to make
use of these gifts of nature and which in its special constitu-
tion is called character, is not good." -
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Strauss: Does this make sense?

And now he shows us other things. For example, the gifts of
fortune are not umqualifiedly good. For example, power, wealth,
honor and even health because they are all things which can be
misused. The only thing which cannot be misused is a good will,
Does it make sense? Everything else can be misused. For
example, science can be misused, philosophy can be misused, but
there must be something which cannot possibly be misused., That
is, again, not the language of Kant, but the language of Socrates
or Plato. But we must ultimately arrive at something which
cannot be misused. '

Remember the Gorgias at the beginning., Gorgias is a teacher of
rhetoric and there are people who say that it is not wise to
take lessons in rhetoric because you or your son will become
some form of a crook. Then Gorgias says with the proper indig-
nation which every man would have in such a situation, "That
may happen, but there is no necessity for that happening - just
a8 no boxing teacher is responsible if one of his pupils uses
his boxing for boxing his own father. I only teach him to box.
I even warn him to box only legally, but what can I do?" There-
fore, Plato is suggesting that the art of boxing or of rhetoric
is in need of a higher art which controls these lower arts and
gives them guidance., ' .

Kant has no place for such arts. Their place is taken by the
good will,

I hope you will keep in mind the sentence which was just read
to you. Now read the next paragraph.

Reader: "Some gqualities seem to be conducive to this good
will . . . But however unconditionally they were esteemed by
the ancients they are far from being good without qualification.”

Strauss: Again, here, here. Here we hear Kantt!'s explicit
criticism of the ancients. The ancients unqualifiedly praised
these character traits and Kant says that they do not deserve
unqualified praise because they are in need of the good will
which means, in other words, that the ancients were not suf-
ficiently attentive to the good will., Yes?

Reader: "For without the principle of the good will they can
become extremely bad.®

Strausé:5 YEvil®™ is a better translation.

Reader: "And the coolness of the villain makes him not only
far more dangerous, but also more directly abominable in our
eyes than he would have seemed without it."

Strauss: What does this mean? ZEspecially this critique of the
ancients, What would Aristotle or Plato say if they were called
into question on this grounds on which Kant does call them into
question?

Student: That a moderate villain is a contradiction in terms.
The moderate man does not choose villainous objects.

e
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Strauss: In other words, Kant uses "moderation™ in a very new
sense meaning a fellow who has the greatest self-control re-
garding, say, food, drink and so on in order to execute a rob-

bery at 3 o'clock on a very cold day where there is no food and

drink and so on, He must not drink because he would not, then,
~have the necessary sobriety.

Student: But courage seems to be less condoned to that kind of
necessity . . o

Strauss: Courage was mentioned before.

Student: What I mean is, is not a courageous criminal possible
in Aristotle's terms?

Strauss: No, Why not - dogmatically? Because the virtues are
inseparable. What that means is another matter.

Student: In the sense in which they are inseparable that is
the highest form of courage.

Strauss: Only then is it courage. Otherwise it would be a kind
of sham courage, very well concealed, perhaps, but sham never-
theless.

S0 Kant arrives at his assertion - only the good will - by not
understanding the virtues in the classical sense., He may have
very good reasons for that, but they are not yet apparent.

When Kant speaks of the virtues and says that they are not choice-
worthy for their own sake, but all subject to the good will, does
he mention all the virtues or at least all the important vir-
tues? Is there any virtue which he fails to mention?

Student: Wisdom.

Strauas: Well, he has mentioned it in a way - reason and so on.
Student: Justice,

Strauss: Justice., That is very interesting. Of justice Kant
does not say that it may be misused because what he means by
justice is that which would regulate all arts and human pur-
suits. So we can tentatively say that the good will replaces
Justice in particular or is most closely akin %o justice.

What is justice? I don't mean anything recondite. What is
Justice according to the most obvious view stated by Aristotle
in the fifth book when he speaks of justice in the most general
meaning of the term. .

Student: It means rightness as a whole.

Strauss: We must be more specific.

Student: Giving everyone his due?

Strauss: No, That is special justice, Justice in general.
Obedience to the law, Of course the law must be a decent law.
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This, of course, leads to a long story. DBut, still, this
primary meaning that a Jjust man is a law-abiding man can never
be completely forgotten.

What does Kant do when he speaks of the good will? He will make
clear very soon that the good will consists in obedience to the
lawe Of course, that does not mean the law of the land, but

the moral law. The good will takes the way of justice.

I remind you here of an early statement of Kant long before he
wrote this book when he said that Rousseau brought him into
right shape., The conceited or imagined superiority of the the-
oretical man disappears, Then he speaks of what takes its
place, the philosophic pursuits take the place of pure theory.
He: speaks there of the right of mankind, the right of humanity
which, of course, would belong to the virtue of justice. So it
is not an accident that Kant fails to mention justice.

I would like to read you a passage from Rousseau's letter to

D Algpubert on the theater, He is saying that a man like
Cicero would be a worthy subject of the theater because of his
decency, nobility, morality. On the other hand, the dramatic
poet should not boost such a fellow like Catalina, a scoundrel
of the first magnitude. Granted that such a criminal has a
strong soul, he will nevertheless be a detestable criminal and
should one give to the deeds of a robber the colors of the deeds
of a hero, what, then, would be the end of the morality of such
a play if not to encourage the Catalinas and to give to clever
gcoundrels the public esteem that belongs rightfully only to
good men. But such is the taste that one must flatter. Such
are the manners <f an intellectual century. Knowledge and
courage alocne hnve our admiration, And sweet and modest virtue
rerains withsut henors, He made a similar distinction. EKnow-
ledge, wit ceourage (and we can also add the other qualities
mentioned by Kant) opposed to virtue.

Kant radicaligzes that by not speaking of virtue but of the core
of virtue which is the good will.

Now let us turn to the next paragraph.
Reader: "The good will is not good becauvse of what it effects

or accompiishes or because of its adequacy to achieve some pro-
posed end . . ®

Straus&y Any proposed end.

Re=2der: "any propose end., It is good only because of its
willing, i.e. it is good of itself. Regarded for itself it

is to be esteemed incomparably higher than anything which could
be brought about by it in favor of any inclination or even of
the sum total of all inclinations."

Strauss: Alright and now the next paragraph. -
Student: But there is something so strange in this idea of

the absolute worth of the will alone . . . We shall, therefore,
examine the idea from this point of view.®
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Strauss: So Kant grants that this assertion which he has made
may sound fantastical to quite a few readers and he will dis-
pose of this doubt. In other words he will prove that his as-
sertion that the good will is the only unqualifiedly good thing
is true. What is the character of the proof, Mr. ?  You
spoke of it, but I wish you to repeat it.

Student: The proof is based on the assumption that nature has
given every body organs which are best fitted for their respec-
tive purposes, If we see that we have a practical reason, i.e.
a reason which can influence the will, and yet it doesn't pro-
duce happiness as mere instinct would, it must be that reason
was designed to influence the will for some other purpose.

Strauss: So Kant argues here on the basis of the teleology of
nature., But what is the status of the teleology of nature-
according to Kant. The teleology of nature is, of course, a
theoretical pursuit,

Student: It is not something which we can know,

Strauss: So Kant argues here popularly., Most of his readers
would have granted that there is a wisdom of nature, and we must
understand nature as operating for some good end. That is in.
no way a demonstration of Kant's formal proof. It only pre--
pares it. It is a preparatory argument and it is based, as

you stated, on Rousseau to some extent.

Student: 1Is this any more popular than the very fact that this
system requires a God and . . .

Strauss: A proper foundation has been laid for that. That is
a different story. And it is very important that the absolute-
ness of the good will - if we can use that term - is to be
established independently of any belief in the existence of
God.

Kant proceeds, then, in this way in the following pages. He
says that there is only one end for which man could have been
destined by nature apart from morality and that is happiness.

Look at men in general including everyone himself, Do we need
reason for making ourselves happy. Is reason sufficient for
making us bappy? If happiness were the end of nature she would
n us instinct as she has given it to the brutes. She
have given us reason which forces us to choose and
kinds of mistakes - unavoidable mistakes given the
cggpl;»~ty of human situations. So happiness cannot be the

e ol man,

There is only one alternative - that reason has been given to
men for the use of reason regardless of happiness, The highest
use of reason is moral reasom. Therefore this is the end
intended by nature. ' '

Let us skip two paragraphs and read the following one,

Reader: "Since reason is not, however, competent to guide the
will safely with regard to its objects . . . For to the former
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reason is absolutely essential., This will, indeed must not be
the sole and complete . o "

Strauss: In other words, here could be no question of substi-
tuting instinct as preferable to reason. Instinet would never
be capable of producing morality. Go on.

Reader: " . . . but the highest good and the condition of all
others, even the desire for happiness. . . We have, then, to
develop the concept of the will which . . "

Strauss: Let us stop here. So practical reason does lead to
a contentedness of its own kind, to a happiness of its own kind
which must not be mistaken for happiness in the ordinary sense,
Here Kant for once comes very close to the older view.

But, as I said, this is only a provisional argument in order to
familiarize the reader who at that time believed in the wisdom
of nature. Precisely on this generally accepted basis co
the view that man has been created for his happiness, is jin-—
compatible with the belief in teleology.

Today in a very much changed situation most people would grant
that. They draw the conclusion that if men want to be happy
on earth they have to take care of it themselves. Nature won't
do it. On the contrary, in a way by rebelling against nature
and liberating ourselves from the power of nature is the way tq
happiness.

Here at this point the decisive argument begins and at this
argument we must stop today. So next time we will finish our
reading of the first part of the Foundations of Morals and
Miss will read her paper not at the beginning, perhaps
in the middle or maybe at the end.
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Before we turn to the text of Kant and to Miss 's paper, I
would like to indicate in an easily intelligible way what Kant's
moral and political philosophy is about, I will give as example
phenomena with which you all are familiar, The key point which
Kant makes and which no one prior to Kant has made in the same

way is that moral philosophy (ethics) must not be based on exper-
ience. The same applies to the principles of political philosophy.
It must not be based on any consideration of the human nature.
This sounds very strange and yet it affects all our lives today,
especially in the Western countries., What does this mean? In

the first place, experience is of no benefit ultimately. It means
that the past cannot tell us anything about what can be done or
should be done in the future or what is possible in the future.

If there are a priori principles of morals and_.politics, the pos-
s8ibility of acting in accordance with those morals and politics is
guaranteed by the a priori law of itself. Thou canst for thou
ought. There is no need for an additional proof of the possibility.

Compare this with Plato or Aristotle. They describe a best social
order and they are compelled according to their principles to

prove the possibility of this best order by referring to the nature
of man., For Kant that is not necessary. We will come to examples
later on in his writing.

But if you ask people who are not Kantians and consider possibili-
ties of people living together which have no basis in past exper-
ience, they would say that ultimately our basis is experience,

For example, let us say that psychology teaches us something about
the conditions in which aggressiveness emerges in individuals or
groups. And on the basis of this empirical knowledge we can plan
a society without any aggressiveness. So our project is based on
experience and not on any a priori considerations. But there is
one difficulty. Let us, say, take a society which is free from
aggressiveness, This society, of course, has never been actual,
That is admitted, Therefore, we cannot possibly see what bad side
effects this otherwise very desireable goal might have. The only
way to guarantee the feasibility and moral necessity is the way in
which Kant-is trying to do that. That the Kantian way is a good
way 1s, of course, an altogether different yuestion, But it has,
at least, this great advantage compared with its so-called moral
competitors, I trust that this will arcuse some interest in
quarters which otherwise would not be interested in Kant.

Now we have begun to study the Foundations of the Metaphysics of

Morals and what Kant said there, especially in the first section

right at the beginning, about the good will which is - one might

say - the core of morality. More precisely, it is that in human

actions which alone can make these actions morally good. We are

not morally good if we do the right things for the wrong reasons.
For example, out of the calculation of our advantages or in order
to improve our image. We must do the right thing because it is

e
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right and for no other reason. We must choose the decent or noble
because it is decent or noble and for no other reason.

Kant is concerned with isolating this core of morality because he
is concerned with the purity of morality and with distinguishing
norality itself from the morally indifferent ingredients of our
actions. Let us look at a passage of Kant's in the first section,
the third parsgraph.

Reader: "The good will is not good because of what it affects or
accomplishes or because of its adequacy to achieve any proposed
end, It is good only because of its willing, i.e. it is good of
itself and regarded for itself it is to be esteemed incomparably
higher than anything which could be brought about by it in fawvor
of any inclination, even of the sum total of all inclinations.
Even if it should happen that, by a particularly unfortunate fate
or by the niggardly provision of a stepmother of nature, this will
should be wholly lacking in power to accomplish its purpose . « "

Strauss: Listen carefully, This is a key point here.

Reader: " . . . and if even the greatest effort should not avail
it to achieve anything of its end and if there remained only the
good will - not as a mere wish but as (inaudible) -
it would sparkle like a jewel in its own right, as something which
had its full worth in itself, Youthfulness or fruitlessness can
neither diminish nor augment in this worth, Its youthfulness will
be only its setting, as it were, so as to enable us to handle it
more conveniently in commerce or to attract the attention of those
who are not yet connoisseurs, but not to recommend it to those who
are experts or to determine its worth."

Strauss: Now let us compare this with a passage towards the end of
the Nichomachean Ethics 11T70A 23 following. Aristotle speaks here
of the two lives: the practical or political and the theoretical
lives. And he says here that the theoretical life is the higher,
One reason that it is higher is that it needs much less of external
equipment than the practical life. As far as the necessary things
are concerned - say, the minimum of food - both the theoretical
man and the practical man need it equally, although the political
man does more toil with his body. But this would not make a great
difference. But it makes a very great difference as far as the
actions are concerned. The liberal man needs money in order to do
the liberal actions and the just man needs money in order to return
what he owes, For the intention - the will we could say - is not
manifest. Also the unjust people pretend that they will to act
justly. The key point is that the wills are not manifest. What is
menifest are the deeds and in order to do these deeds you must have
all kinds of means: you must have a healthy body and also money,
of course. The courageous man, for example, needs power and the
moderats man needs opportunities and temptations for how else could
you know that he is moral.

Aristotle concludes, therefore, that because the moral man in the
very fullest sense - that would be the man who acts politically

on a large scale - is inferior because of his dependence on these
external things to the theoretical man. It is usual - and not mis-
leading - to call Aristotle's morality a gentleman's morality.
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Kant implicitly rejects this gentleman's morality. What Kant does,
in a way, is to grant this to Aristotle saying, "Here. If morality
depends so much on external goods, it is a very questionable thing."
But he does not face here, at least, the Aristotelian assertion
that the mere wills remain immanisfest, He faces it in another way.
He says that wills will always be immanifest because even the most
moral man will never be sure that he acted out of morality.

Kant, in contradistinction to Aristotle, is concerned with the
morality which every human being is capable of. Rich or poor.
Handsome or ugly. Healthy or sick. The defect of the gentleman's
morality that Aristotle to transcend the gentleman's morality in
the selection of the contemplative life . . « But the contemplative
life is the preserve of a small minority of people who have special
natural gifts. Kant seeks the worth of man in something of which
every human being is capable. To repeat the phrase from the Critiguc
of Pure Reason. "the multitude of the vulgar which for us is most
(inaudible)™ of which every human being is capable whether he is
intelligent or stupid.

We can, therefore, say as has often been said, that Kant's moral
teaching is democratic which does not mean that Kant is politically
a democrat. That is only in a very qualified sense, In the most
important respect all men are equal.

Let us contrast this with the equality teaching prior to Kant,
especially that of men like Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau. They also
say that a2ll men are by nature equal in the most important respect.
They mean by that that all men are equal regarding the desire for
self-preservation. They drew the further conclusion that since men
are equal in this respsct they all have the right to the means of
self-preservation and, most important, all men are equally the
judge of the means of self-preservation. Rousseau, the most
radical of the three, draws the conclusion that, therefore, every-
one must remain the judge of the means of self-preservation even
when he has entered civil society. That means that he must be a
member of the legislative body, i.e. direct demoecracy. The distine-
tion between the permitted and unpermitted means of self-preserva-
tion is identical with the law.

This view of the predecessors of Kant leads to the consequence that
we must respect everyone's concern with self-preservation and,
hence, hjig. legal rights., But the ultimate grounds of this respect -
of the fiel that he must be respected - is my concern with my self-
:i.e. an amoral fact. It is amoral because we cannot
icerned with our self-preservation. '

Another sign of the same thing is that one cannot respect a man
because he is concerned with his self-preservation. We don't
despise him for it, but we don't look up to him on this account.

We cannot respect him for his respect for the law of self-preserva-
tion because this may be due to calculation. He does not do it
necessarily because it is right.

Granted that the respect for self-preservation is most important.
It is most important because it is most urgent because we cannot
do anything else., Under no circumstances is it the highest res-
pect which is shown by the fact that we do not loock up to people
merely because they are alive or preserve their lives.
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Here is where Kant comes in. Xan¥ builds the equality of man on
the highest respect. The highest is the good will and of this good
will every man as man is capable, This much as a reminder.

Last time we discussed the preliminary consideration of Kant at the
beginning which is based on the teleology of nature. Nature cannot
have intended man's happiness because this would have been guaran-
teed ruch better by instinct. Therefore, the only alternative is
that nature intended man for morality or the good will.

Kant then goes on to give an analysis of the good will, The point
vwhich he makes first is that a good will is a will determined only 4
by duty, that is to say by obedience to the moral law. The alterna-
tive to duty is inclination, which in German is Nelguwa . But I

-do not know whether "inclination" is the best translatﬁ%n. In

French I would say and not . EKant also means
what was traditionally called natural inclinations, that is to say
the inclination towards the preservation of life. An English equi-
valent would be "leaning." But in a wider sense the natural‘inclina:,
tions proper would be included. This is the first point which Kant :
makes. The good will is determined only by duty.

And the second point is that an action from duty has its moral .
worth only in the maxim according to which it was chosen, not ﬁé
the intended effeet or the purpose.

The third point is a conclusion from the first two preceding onee
Would you read that?

Reader: "The third principle as a consequence of the two preceding
I would express as follows: Duty is the necessity of an action
executed from respect for law. I can certainly have a leaning
towards the object as an effect of the proposed action, but I can
never have respect for it precisely because it is a mere effect and
not an activity of a will, Similarly I can have no respect for
any leaning whatsoever, whether my own or that of another, In the
former case I can at most approve of it and in the latter I can
even love it, i,e, see it as favorable to my own advantage. But
that which is connected with my will merely as ground and not as
consequence, that which does not serve my leaning but overpowers

it or at least excludes it from being considered in making the
choice - in a word, law itself - can be an object of respect and
thus a _

t:oi duty wholly excludesa the influence of leaning
ﬁh, every object of the will, nothing remains which
iine the will objectively except the law and nothing sub-
jectively except pure respect for this practical law, This sub-
jective element is the maxim that I ought to follow such a law even
if it thwarts all my leanings.™

Strauss: In a note here Kant calls "respect™ a feeling which is
wrought by ourselves meaning not wrought by any other thing, like
a feeling of attraction which some cockie might have and so on.
Respect, we can say, is the proper response to the moral law. ILet
us read this note. R
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Reader: "It might be objected that I seek to take refuge in an
obscure feeling behind the word 'respect' instead of clearly re-
solving the question with the concept of reason. But although
respect is a feeling, it is not one receiwved through any influence
but is self-wrought by a rational concept. Thus it differs speci-
fically from all feelings of the former kind which may be referred
to inelination or fear. What I recognize directly as a law for
‘myself I recognize with respect which means merely the conscious-
ness of the submission of my will to the law without the interven-
tion of other influences on my mind, The direct determination of
the will by the law and the consciousness of this determination is
respect, Thus respect can be regarded as the effect of the law on
the subject and not as the cause of the law,"

Strauss: So it is not as if we have the feeling of respect which
then, as it were, projects something which would be the object of
the respect. But the respect follows the law. It is a response
to the law. Yes?

Reader: "It is properly the conception of a worth which thwarts
my self-love. Thus it is regarded as an object neither of ineling~
tion nor of fear. No. It has something analagous to both. The . = .
only object of respect is the law and we need only the law which ’
we impose on ourselves and yet recognize as pecessary in itselfd
As a law we are subject to it without consulting self-love., As
imposed upon us by ourselves it is a consequence of our will.

the former respect it is analagous to fear and in the latter to..

inclination.®

Strauss: Let us stop here, Ve impose the law on ourselves, That
is a point which will be taken up by Kant more fully later. And
there is autonomy., Man is autonomous if he imposes the moral law
on himself,

Here we also gain a Dbetter understanding of what Kant means by
this equality of all men, Men are equal in the most important
respect, namely in the highest respect. That clearly contradicts
what  Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau meant, What Kant says is remini-
scent of the equality of men before God. But there is a difference.
In the Biblical view the law to which men are subject does not
originate in man. It is a law of nature, or divine, or whatever it
may be but man’is not autonomous in the Kantian sense,

ore point in the next paragraph which it is neces-
at this point,

~what kind of a law can that be the conception of whieh
o « » I should not act in any way such that my maxim could not
be a universal law. Mere conformity to law as such . . ,"

Strauss: That is, to the form of law., ILawfulness.

Reader: "Mere conformity to lawfulness without assuming any parti—l
cular law applicable to certain actions . . ."

Strauss: No. Without assuming any law limited or directed towards
specific actions. For example, it is not a law such as: Thou
shalt not lie. Rather the lawfulness in general, Yes?
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Reader: " . . . not assuming any law limited to certain actions
serves a s the principle of the will. And it must serve as such
a princigle if duty is not to be a vain delusion and chimerical
concept.

Strauss: Let us stop here for a moment., Kant has made clear that
we act morally if we do not act from ulterior motives. That is
easily intelligible. He says, furthermore, that there must not

be any ends, merely the action itself is the end as we may say for
the time being. Therefore the question is: What kind of law is
that? Kant gives here this provisional answer. We have maxims,

We always have maxims whether we know them or not. It is our

duty to make them clear to ourselves, Then I have to will that my
maxim on which I habitually act% should be capable of becoming a
universal law, The maxim should be able to comply with the demand
for universal lawfulness. If it is capable of that, then the maxim
is morally good. Otherwise it is morally bad. There is no law
like Thou shalt not lie. The law is merely formal. You should
also be able vo will that your maxim should become a universal
law. Kant will later on call this the categorical imperative..

The great question is: Where do we get any determination of our
action? In the traditional view one would have to say that one
must do the right thing in the right spirit. But +the right ~
spirit will not tell you what the right thing is. Kant says that
the right spirit properly understood will also tell you what the
right thing is. That is the great difficulty which we have trie
to understand. Kant.gives a provisional example.,  Let us read
that. But first read the end of the paragraph which we began.

Reader: "The common reason of mankind in its practical judgements
e o « And it is hard to tell whether it might not be more prudent
tO act e o .ﬂ : )

Strauss: "Prudent" in the amoral sense as it is commonly now used
in English.

Reader: "to act according to the universal maxims and to make it
8 habit. . « Thus my maxim would destroy itself as soon as it was
made a universal law.,"

Strauss: This provisional illustration of what he means by the
moral la -Many people - perhaps most people - regard what Kant
says asg usible., On what grounds? What seems to be Kant's
8 by which he convinces himself of the immorality of

Student: It has a practical or consequential result,

Strauss: The word "practical® is really two-way here, Expedien-
tial. Although it is meant to be a strictly moral reason, it
seems to be an expediential. reason.

Student: Except that it is g priori.

Strauss: But does he not have to consider what lying does to men
in human society? o . :
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Student: That may be how he learmed the a2 _priori, but he claims
to understand in advance that there is a self-contradiction. You
can have things disconfirmed either by experience or by a proof
in advance. This won't work. The concepts contain a contradic-
tion. I§ tries to show the concept of universal breach of promise
contains a contradiction in that the term "promise" wvanishes.

And if you don't have promises you can't have lies so it was the
"lie" which contained the contradiction.

Strauss: Then, as Hegel puts it, why do we want promises in the
first place? :

Student: Well, a part of the lie is that you want to be believed,
To lie means to say what seems to be a promise, but is not. So

the concept of "lie" contains that of promise. You universalize
it and you find that it won't wash.

Strauss: In other words, only by regarding your case now as a
very special case - as an exception from the general rule — can
you lie.

Student: Well, I draw distinctions. I say, "in a good cause."

Strauss: So the point would be that the characteristic of im=s . ..°°
morality is that the immoral man regards himself - either general-
ly or on any one occasion - as exempted from rules, This ingre-- .
dient of Kant is crucial in Kant's moral thought. B

Let me give you another example from Kant which perhaps shows the
difficulty more clearly. That is taken from the first part of
Theory and Practice which is not translated in your edition.
Here is the case. Someone has a deposit in his hand whose owner is
dead. The heirs do not know anything nor can they ever hear of
the fact that he has deposited that thing with this man. Present
this case to a child of even eight or nine years old. At the same
time the owner of this deposit without his fault - that is the
possessor not the owner - is in this present moment in a very
miserable state. They are a sad family depressed by need. He
could get out of this predicament at once if he would embezzie or
appropriate that deposit. At the same time, this man who is
tempted by the embezzlement is a nice man, whereas the heirs are
hard-hearted and luxurious in the highest degree and wasteful so
that it would be as good as to throw the depoait into the ocean.
o iak

Now w > Wwhether is can be permitted under these circumstances
that’ en may use the depoist for his own benefit, Without
any i the eight or nine year old child would say, "No."

‘would say that it is wrong for it contradicts duty.
Nothing is clearer than that.

This, I think, is another and a more extreme case than the one
which Kant raises here. Why do you laugh?

Student: The child answered, "No" because he identified with the
profligate heirs. He's been having people like this virtuous
possessor held up to him all his short life,

Strauss: Alright, Let us say that the possessor of the deposit
is badly in need of money so that his wife can undergo an opera-
tion, Without the operation the wife will die and the children
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will be in a terrible situation - morally in a very bad situatioh.
In additioan there is no medicaid. Is it then so clear? So there
is a certain difficulty then., I didn't mean more than that.

We will leave it at this and ask Miss to read her paper.
Oh, is there still discussion? Yes?

Student: Is this concept based on the erasing of one's experience
and directing oneself towards the ideal, i.e. if the world were
perfect or if there were an afterlife and things worked out as they
should then act according to the laws which would make them work
out. If they're acting on that principle aren't they giving up

on trying to straighten things out as they are?

Strauss: What would amount to giving up?

Student: For example, the example you gave about the woman who

is going to die without the money. Take Plato's example of giving
back to every man what is due him and what is due him is firearms.
But when you give them back to him he goes crazy and kills every-

one.

Strauss: But is not Plato's argument of an entirely different
character, Kant would, of course, agree with Plato as a practical
man. But if we understand his statement of the moral problem

as we have hitherto, what is Plato's argument?

Student: Is it that you have to have a more profound understanding
of the situation?

Strauss: In other words, the rule that you must return deposits
is only a general one and not a universal one, But what is the
grounds for the qualification? The rule to return the deposits
is based on an assumption that this is a way in which you help
your neighbor, If in a giving case this maxim of returning de-
posits would mean harming your neighbor then you would not do it.
So the overall rule which lies at the bottom of the more specific
rule and of the exception to the more specific rule would be a
universal rule, would it not?

Student: Then in a man who would like to embezzle money you look
for a more profound rule underlying the idea that you give money
back to heirs. In other words you try to get a deeper understand-
ing of why you would give moeny back to heirs and then form a dif-
ferent rule as your universal rule.

Strauss: But then you are led through an abyss of difficulties,
Namely, why is it a humane or benevolent action to give money to
people who will make very bad use of it? And you have to go first
through this ' (inaudible) fundamentally. Where-
as Kant does not do that,

Student: Wwhat I was saying was that if you do not undertake the
responsibility to do that aren't you saying to.some extent, "If
we act reasonably, it doesn't necessarily bring people happiness
because rational actions are not in accord with the experiential
world, but with some ideal world in the life beyond."
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Strauss: Yes, but we have not yet heard of this. ZXant will bring
in the future life. But at this stage of the argument he has not
yet referred to it,

Student: (inaudible)

Strauss: It would be impossible to transform your maxim on which
you habitually act into a law valid for all men, for all rational
beings,

Student: Then why wouldn't it be just as valid to say that all
men should lie and that if in this instance I tell the truth it
would invalidate that maxim,

Strauss: Then you would destroy confidence,

Student: Then it rests upon something other than self-contradie-
tion,

Strauss: That is the point usually made by the critics of Kant,
that the experiential reasonings come in, But at this time let

me say only this much. Even if there were such a thing as ex-
periential reasoning in these examples and others which will ocecur
in the second section, there would still be this difference (the
ninimum one would have to say): +that the experiential reasoning
is the ratio. . (T will translate that) but not the
ratio . That means that we can recognize our duty by
making such experiential considerations - is this compatible with
human beings living together or what have you. But we don't do

it for the sake of humans living together, . but for the sake of
doing our duty. Because for the sake of living together we might
do very immoral things, My country right or wrong and all this
kind of thing, Whereas the morality may be only the reason of
obligation., This we must seg

Student: I was just wondering whether Miss 's point about
considering the whole situation is actually contained in what

kind of a maxim you want to state for your universal maxim., Of
course the maxims can be stated in very different ways. Depending
upon how general the maxim is it can take into account more or
less of the actual situation.

Strauss: It would not be a maxim if it is merely a description of
the actions . . .

Studentss I only meant that one man might say that the maxim of a
particular act of stealing is, "Don't steal." That can be uni-
versalized and it prohibits all acts of stealing. But someone
else might say, "Steal from the rich and give to the poor." That
is a maxim too. That is universalizable and he might want to act
on that such that everyone would act on that maxim,

Strauss: Except that it is open to objection because of the in-
determinate character of what poor and rich are.

Student: But one could also say that about the more general one
about stealing.
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Strauss: Noes That does not suffer from indeterminacy because
it forbids all stealing.

Student: Well, the question there would be what one defines as

an act of stealing. For example, if a man has more than he uses
on a lot maybe he doesn't have a right to that particular property,
so maybe it is not his property (inaudible)

Strauss: But the right way is to question openly his right to the
property before a court of law instead of stealing. Stealing
implies the admission that it is his preperty.

Student: I'm not sure that that takes into account the other ways
of stating the maxim like stealing from the rich and giving to the
poor. Is it simply because that is not defined determinately . . .

‘Strauss: No. You surely would have to define what you mean by
righ and by poor. If you mean that starving people may steal in
order not to starve, this is generally admitted and it would also
be admitted by Kant.

Student: But then you say that he should take all the time to go
to court.

Strauss: No. Of course, if he is really starving he cannot wait
until he gets the decision of the court.

Second Student: Kant himself distinguishes the transcendent order
which is sort of perpendicular to the chain of being - distinc-
tions without a material difference. The maxim, Kant would have
to concede, on which an identical action is taken would be a very
different maxim., So the embezzling possessor might say, "Oh no.
My maxim has nothing to do with embezzlement, My rule of living
is: Always act so to increase the happiness of everyone I can

in proportion as they are close to me. I spread good around me
and charity begins 2%t home. And if everyone did this we would
have everyone tilling their garden and growing nothing but roses.m

Strauss: The problem here is not that charity begins at home, but
that it trespasses on other people's grounds. Then you would have
to say that everyone is under law or under obligation to take care
of the interest of his family regardless of what happens to any
other people. Then you would run into some difficulty.

Students: But the presupposition of this was that the money was
going to.do a great deal more good at home than it would with these
spendthrift heirs, If everyone puts things where they will do the
most good, then on the whole people will be doing quite well,
Maximum utilization of economy.

Strauss: But the question which you would have to face is, "Who
is to be the judge?" Kant, as you know, says here that these
questions can in principle be settled by everyone. And here, the
way in which you stated it requires a very high degree of . . «

Student: A computer.

Strauss: Yes, That would, of course, be incompatible with the
autonomy - giving the moral decisions to computers,
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Second Student: It appears that Kant, in order to make a law which
all people will follow, has eliminated the role of discretion. In
other words, if one thought that a law could be applied by men of
good judgement one could say that men ought to take into account
for instance whether a woman might starve if the money is not em-
bezzled., But if one leaves this up to men (inaudible) then at
least some men will be biased in their judgement and they won't

be able to calculate the consequences properly whereas if you
leave the law at its most simple and general level - that is no
discretion or minimal discretion . . .

Strauss: That seems to be (especially from the examples I read
from Theory and Practice) what Kant had in mind. But that is not
true because Kant is concerned very much with judgement. But at
first glance it does appear that every eight or nine year old could
solve any moral difficulty which arises, This is not quite what
Kant means. But he does give us cause to think that that is what
he is trying %o do.

1 suggest that we now ask Miss to read her paper.

There is one point which I would like to take up first. ZXant
speaks in this section of the alternative moral doctrines, One

of them he regards as the best although it still is not sufficient?
Which is that? ' :

Student: Rational perfection based on ontology.
Strauss: Do you know any names?

Student: I would think of someone like Aristotle, for example,

Strauss: Yes. And, of course, in Kant's own age Christian Wolff .
And Kant knew much better than he did the original sources.
S0, in other words, it is the whole classical position. What is
Kant's objection? He rejects hedonism and other things without
any question. Yot it is not this easy. Why is this notion of
morality which takes its bearings by the perfection of our nature
inadequate?

Student: I think for two reasons that I can recall at the moment,
One is that saying our natures go towards perfection is already
assuming what you would like to prove at the end. In other words,
we are moral in order to make us perfect, but we are perfectable
by the fact of our human nature.

Strauss:” Yes, Could one not state it as following: The tradi-
tional doctrine which speaks, for example, of man's natural
inclinations as good and the basis of goodness. How do we know
that the natural inclinations are good? In other words, is there
not a dogmatic assumption underlying traditional morality? The
goodness of nature, Must this assumption not first be established?

Rant's answer is that we cannot presuppose the goodness of natural
inclination. We cannot presuppose that there are any good ends,
natural ends, That they are good has to be established which he
is attempting to do in his moral works, especially The Founda-
tion of the Metaphysics of Morals and The Critique of Practical
Reasone.
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In a way, if we disregard the theoretical morality all these other
doctrines are based on nature., Kant is the first to try to
liberate man (to use an expression used by him) from the apron
strings of nature. Therefore, the key word now is no longer
"nature" but "reason." Therefore, there arises the whole ques-
tion of formal law because every content would be taken from
nature or from the spirits,

Now as regards the categorical imperative what is the relation of
the good will which was the key term in the first section to the -
categorical imperative of which he speaks in the second section?

Student: The unconditionally good will is that which does not
need the categorical imperative as an imperative because it is in
its nature to act this way and only this waye.

Strauss: In other words, only God's will would be a good will
simply., What, then, 'is the characteristic difference of human
will and why does the characteristic of the human will make neces-
sary an imperative?

Student: Because the human will has a subjective element which is
connected with the sensible world and . . »

Strauss: More simply, the human will is not necessarily good
whereas God's will is simply good. Therefore, the law applies
equally to all rational wills, but in the case of man the law has
a crack of a command, whereas it does not have the crack of a
command in the case of God. And what is the relation of command
and imperative?

Student: inaudible

Strauss: In other words, the moral law has only in the case of
man and other finite, rational beings the character of a command.
But what is the relation of. command and imperative?

Student: Is the command given by the will?

"Strauss: Yes. But that is not the point here, Kant says that
the imperstive . . o

Student: Is objective?
Strauss§{~ﬂo. The imperative is a formula for the command,

In ordei%%o understand the categorical imperative, one must dis-
tinguish it from the alternative imperatives which are?

Student: The hypothetical of skill and the hypothetical of
prudence,

Strauss: So the categorical imperative is distinguished from
the hypothetical imperative., There are two kinds of hypothetical
imperatives, the hypothetical of skill and the hypothetical of
prudence, Now what is the imperative of skill?

Student: That is the hypothetical which commands you what to do
if you achieve any given purpose that your will is able to achieve,



Strauss: An example,

Student: For example, if you would want to become a doctor then
the hypothetical imperative would say, "If you want to become a
doctor then you must go to medical school.”

Strauss: A simpler example., You want to cut a tree, you must
do thus and such things. So the imperatives of skill have

pgrzicular ends., These ends are fundamentally arbitrary, contin-
gent.

The imperatives of prudence differ for two reasons. In the first
place, if we want to cut a tree or study medicine - we can always
do something else. But that with which prudence is concerned is
not something which we cannot want., Namely, it is happiness, So
whereas the imperative skills have to do with particulars, prudence
has to do with the whole of human life, with our happiness, with
each one's happiness. And this end - happiness -~ is not subject
to our arbitrary will, Nevertheless, imperatives of prudence

have one thing in common with imperatives of skill. They both
presuppose the ends. In the case of the imperative of skill let
us take the cutting of a tree, We presuppose the end, the cutting
of the tree. In the other case, we presuppose the end of happi-
ness and then we think about the means just as in the case of
cutting the tree.

In the categorical imperative there is no such presupposition of
an end. The categorical imperative says, "Do this." The other
imperatives say, "Do this in order to cut a tree, to become a
musician, to become happy." The categorical imperative commands
catﬁ%oiisally without any "Why" and, of course, without any "If"
or "“But,

What is the general relation of this second section to the first
one? ' Let us look at the titles.

Reader: The first one is "Transition from the Common Rational
Knowledge of Morals to the Philosophical," The second is the
"Transition from the Popular Moral Philosophy to the Metaphysics
of Morals,"

Strauss: So in the first section Kant starts or claims to start
from what every ordinary human being without any training knows
or is aware of. And here he starts from the available academic
literature so to speak. That is what he means here by popular
moral metaphysics. He starts, in a sense, higher and he raises
higher. The point is made clear later on. The paragraph begin-
ning on page 409.

Reader: "In this study we do not advance merely from the common
moral judgement which here is very worthy of respect”

Strauss: Again, because the multitude is worthy of respect.

Reader: "to the philosophical as this has already been done.
But we advance by natural stages from a popular philosophy which
grows no further than it can grow by means of examples to meta-
physics which is not held back by anything empirical and which,
as it must measure out the entire scope of rational lkmowledge of
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this kind reaches even ideas where examples fail us. In order to
make this advance we must follow and clearly present the practi-
cal faculty of reason from its universal rules of determination
to the point where the concept of duty arises from it." : ‘

Strauss: So the difference is to that extent clear between the
two sections. As a consequence this section is much more techni-
cal than the first and the first crucial point is the elaboration
of the concept of imperatives in the distinction of the various
kinds of imperatives and especially to make clear the character
of the categorical imperative, '

There is one point on which Kant insists very much and that is
that the hypothetical imperatives are logically described ana-
‘lytical judgements. Kant means by this that the proposition,
"If I will the end, I must will the means" is an analytical
proposition., If I understand the concept of ends I see that it
implies means. The categorical imperative, however, has the
character of a synthetic judgement a priori, i.e. it belongs to
the more interesting kinda of judgements. e will begin at this
point next time.
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Now tle re is one point which I believe we have not considered,
Kant's Metaphysics of Morals - as well as moral philosophy in
general - belongs to the sphere of practical reason which is
understood in contradistinction to theorstical reason, Now what
does practical reason mean? We see the reason related to practice.
According to the view prevailing at present thore is no practical
reason. Or, to speak in more academic terms, there are no prac-
tical scicnces, For example, evon such a practical thing as home
economics is, of course, a thoorctical pursuit, One could make

a distinction bectween theorotical and gpplicd secicnces, but
practic al scicnces are not applicd scicnces. Applied scionces
are thcorctical sciences which are then afterwards applied to
practiocal problems,.

A practical scionco is one which is indopendent of thecoretical
scicnces and cssorb ially practical. Tho notion of practical
sciencos stoms from Aristotle. They have principles of their
own which cannot be rcduccd to thoorctical principles.

Thore is an cquivalcent of that in our agc insofar as in tho common
practico of thc social seioncos pooplo tako it for granted that
the starting point - the highost principleos - of the social
scicnces to tho oxtent to w ich they refer to human actions are
valucs. And these valucs are not thooretical principles and this
is cmphasized 2ll the 4 me, According to tho crudest viow - which
is now very powerful - values arc simply products of cmotions on
tho lowest lovel of likes and dislikes. But those valuecs -~ ac-
cording to tho prcsont-day undorstanding - are not (in Kont's
language) categorieal, Thoy aro hypothotical, Say, somcone may
bo cnamourcd of liberal democracy. Thon ho will look at political
and social matters from tho point of vicw of liboral democracy,
But this is just his preforcnce. Ho may have a prefcercnce for
collcectivism and that is - from the point of viow of social scicnce
as fcasiblc and recasonablo as the othor.

There is, nevertheless, one great difference between Aristotle
and Kant, although they agree as to the Ir reducibility of practi-
cal knowledge of rational science, The difference is this, I
think that. 1 am able to draw this schema. (on blackboard) Let
us assume that this is the individual or the group concerned with
action. It looks primarily at the end or ends. Then one seeks
means for these ends, One does not look beyond the ends. One
does not make an attempt to reduce these ends to something more
fundamental nor primary, Aristotle and Kant agree as to this,.

Is there any difficulty in my picture?

Student: I'm not sure who you are talking about here, Is this
Aristotle or Kant?

Strauss: I am spoaking now of what practical knowledge as such
means, Now lot us sce the difference betwecen Kant and Arigtotle,
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This is the point of view which Kant prcsorves more radically
than any other thinkcr. But in Aristotlo it is only a part of
a larger whole.

So Kant stands all the time - even in his most subtlc op abstract
reflections - at the samc point at whrich the common actor stands,
He only states it more radicdly, But this position is cxactly
that of thc common man,

Aristotlc, howcvor, if one takos his Ethics as a whole - say tho
whole ten books and not morely tho carlior part - somchow stands
horec, Aristotlo sccs this wholo sphere of action from without.
The rcason is that for Aristotlc the wholo practical spherc is
subordinate - the whole practical 1lifo is subordinatec - to the
thoorotical life. Is this cloar?

For Kant just tho opposito is truc. All thoorctical knowledge
ultimately is in the service of practical rcason.

I will illustrato this a bit by contrasting Aristotlc's approach
with that of Plato., When Aris totle spcaks of tho virtues - theo
moral virtucs - in his Ethics, ho Just preosonts them as they are
known (morc or less cloarly) to acting men, For oxamplc, that
somecthing is a virtuo or a vico is - to begin with - sufficicnily
known so that the virtue in quostion is praised and the vice in
question is blamed. Aristotlc docs not go much becyond that. He
does go beyond it by giving, 38y, a more detailed and circumstan-
tial description, say, of courage or of liberality than we would
be able to do offhand., But it is fundamentally what every man

in ordinary life means by these things,

Plato (especially in The Republic) proceeds in a very different
way. Plato speaks of the var ous virtues, but he tries to shar
that there are and can be only these and these virtues, that is
to say, four, This is because the virtues are qudl ities of the
soul, and the soul has these and these parts. So one can say
that Plato deduces the virtues of which he speaks from something
theoreticd 1y known, the character of the soul, :

In spite of this one can say - at least at first glance ~ that
therc is a very close connection between Kant and Plato rather
than botween Kant and Aristotle as is sufficiently indicated

by these facts: Plato, in contradistinction to Aristotle, says
that virtie is knowledge., You can taurn this around, too, and

say that knowlodge is virtuo., This would seem to moan that there
is no purely theoretical knowledge once you go beyond the soccon-
dary scionceos and arts like mathomatics and the cormon arts,

Tho second point - the highest principlc at which Plato arrives -
is called by himsclf tho good or tho ideca of tho good, This
obviously is somchow connoctod with the good for man., This

much about this point.. < '

To boc somewhat more spccific, one may call Kant's position - the
position poculiar to Kant - moralisme I do not mcan to uso this
now in a polemical or nogative scnse. I mean by mardism the view
that morality is the onc thing ncodful. Everything clsc can be
questioned as he statod at tho boginning of the Foundations,
Morality alonc cannot _be questionod,

4
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Let us contrast this with tho vicw which is seon, for cxample,
in Thomas Aquinas' Summa contra Gembilcs, Book III, Captor 34
where Thomas trics fo show that morality cannot be the highost,
A1l moral zcts aro orderablec to o mothing olse." For cxamplo,
Just is ordcred to kocping poace among mecn. Heorc you soc the
diffcerenco betweon Thomas - and that moans olso Aris totloe
Morality is not diroctod towards something olsoc. It is the only
thing unqualificdly, intrinsically good. It is good without any
roforcnce to anything clse.

Kant claims that this lattor viow is in agrocment with common=
scnsc and is, in fact, the only philosophic viow possible that is
in agrecment with commonsensc, Surely, commonscnsoc may be said
to assert that tho good man docs the right things in tho ri ght
spirit, mcaning for their own sake and not for fear of punish-
ment or in anticipation of roward or with anything in mind excopt
tho consciousncss of having done the right thing,

If we do the right things for thoir own sako, thore cannot be
anything clsoc for the sake of which we are to do thcomes Morality
Scrves no cnd outside of itsolf., It doos not presupposc any sach
cnd. Therofore, if we tako doing tho right thing in tho right
spirit as the simplc formula of mordlity, morality lecads to tho
famous formalism of Kant, Thoro coannot bo any ond vhich coxplains
or justifios tho catocgorical imporative.

But Kant must srow - if hig entire enterprise is not to be in vain -
that the form somehow . pplies the matter, In other words, that

the right spirit - the gpod wl1ll, the spirit of obedience and
respect for the moral law - necessarily produces as it were, the
right things., Kant speaks of the good wil which he also cdlls from
time to time the pure will, The question is: Is such a will
possible?

Kant makes quite clear that the possibility of the good will cannot
be proven from any experience, We may believe that we know a man
of the greatest moral oxcellence, yot wo cannot see into his heart,
Whether he does the right things for their own sake and not for
some calculation like good reputation or not to appear foolish or
inconsistent or what have you, we cannot know. I think that we
should read one passage on this subject, It is in the seccond
section of tho Foundations a bit aftor 419, -

Recador: "Po seec how the imporative of ma dl ity is possible"
Strauss: 'fhe imperativo of morality is the catogorical imperativeoe

Peader: " ., , , is, then, without doubt the only question needing
an answere It is not hypothotical, and thus tho objectively con-
coived ncecessity cannot bo supportod by any presupposition, as was
tho casc with tho hypothotical imperativess" :

Strauss: Tho hypothotical imperativos like the imperatives of
skill or the impcratives of prudent calculations, They arc hypo=~
thetical bocause thore is no moral nocossity to accept tho ends
which they servo, Thoroforo, tho imperatives are hypothotical,
Now wo come to the point. Go on.
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Reader: "But it must not be overlooked that it cannot be shown
by any oxamplo « « « But in amich a casc tho so-called moral
impcrativeo, which as such appoars to be categorical and uncon-
ditional, would bec actually only a pragmatic prccept which
makes us attontivo to our own advantage and tcaches us to
consider it,"

Straiss: In othor words, woc cannot know through cxporicnco that
ony man - oursclves or other pcoplo - over acted morally,

Now I will read to you or remind you of some passages in the
51st psalm where David prays: "Croate in me a cloan heart, 0
God and ronow 2 right spirit within mce" And, a bit later:

o) Lordf open Thou my lips and my mouth shall show forth thy
praisc.” In other words, purity of hoart is possiblo only
through God's assistance, through God's initiativo, This pre-
cisely is donied by Kant, Man is not cssentially in necd of
God's’ cleansing or purifying his heart. Man can be purc of
hecart, hec can have a good will without divino grace. This is
implicd in the fact that the moral law is the law of reason and
that man's own reason - not God's reason - dictates that law.

In cond usion to these introductory remarks, let me return to
the difficulty which I stated earlier. How can the form of

the law produce the matter? I referred earlier in this course
to Rousseau's doctrine of the general will. When he uses the
phrase "generalizing the will" - we have a will prior to any
action of- ours as members of a legislative assembly., Then,
when we act in an assembly we are compelled to generalize the
will because what we are determining now is not what I will, but
a law, Thereofore, I have to look at my will - for example, my
will not to pay taxes - in the form of a proclamation that no
one shall pay taxes. Thon I sce that my previous will is foolish.

Kant radicalizes this much boyond the realm of politics. He
spoaks not of the frivolous will only - willing this or that or
not willing this or that - but of the maxim on which I am inclined
to acts Then I have not merely to generalize, but to univorsalize
my maxim and if my maxim stands the tost of univorsalization,

thon it is permitted or moral and failing that it is immoral,

So, then, the matter # ich we nced is supplied by the maxims,

We always have maxims, but the morality is not supplied by

the saxims. The morality of the mexims is only in their ability
to be untversalized., 1Is this point clear?

It seems, then, that the quostion of tho matter dw s not arise,
The procise solution to this problem occurs not in the Founda-
tions of the Mctaphysics of Moralis, but in the somowha® lotoer
work, Tho Crifiquec of Practical Roason. Will you road please
on page 72, the third paragraph. One moment, thoughe. This is
from the section called "Of the Typic of Pure Practical Judge-
ment." We cannot go in the # ort time which we have at our
disposal into this very technical language of Kant, We will
simply disredard the difficulties involved in that,

Reader: "The rule of judgment « . "
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Strauss: "The rule” I would underline. I emphasize that,

Reader: "The rule of judgment according to the laws of pure
practical reason is this: If the action Yyou propose were to
take place by a law of the system of nature of which you your-
sell’ are a part ., ., M

Strauss: Just as in Rousseau's scheme you are a part of the

assembly which decides about paying or not paying taxes. So,
it would still make sensc if you looked at a South Sea Island
assembly and wore to say, " No. No taxcs there.' But horeo

of a system of nature of which you are a mrt,

Reader: '"of which you yourself are a part, you could regard it
as possible through your will."

Strauss: "Through your will.," That is important, Both, You
aro a momber of that "assembly" or that whole. And you are
rosponsible. You regard it as possible through your will,

Reader: GEvoryonc does, in fact, decide by this mle as to
whether actions arc good or ovil ., . . This comparison of tho
moxims of his actions with the universal natural law, therefore,
1s not the determining ground of his will."™ '

Strauss: That is crucial, Tt is not the determining ground
of his will beocausc, on tho basis of merc calculation, it
might woll pay to lic and be uncharitable and so on, Yecs?

Reader: "But such a law"
Strauss: And herc hc speaks of a genoral, natural law,

Roador: '"But such a law is still a typo for the estimation

of tho maxim according to moral principles. If the maxim of
action is not so constituted as to stand the test of being
made the form of a natural law in gencral, it is morally impos-
siblo, though it may still be possiblc in naturc,"

Strauss: Lot us stop here, In othor words, thero is (as wo
will soe later in the Foundations of tho Mctaphysics of Morals)
ono strict. formula and that i1s tho onc which wo have just reaq,
But thon there are also types, as Kant cd 1s it, or as onc can
say, symbolic prescntations of the moral law which are vory
helpfuk: for us to make clear the moaning of tho morzal law,

- although'wo must not take those types as litorally truc.

Now lct us skip tho cnd of this paragraph as well and the noxt;
and then go on.

Roador: "Purthermorc, since of all intelligiblo objects, ab-
solutely nothing is known oxcopt frcedom through the moral law
» o o the prescent remarks should sorve to guard against count-
ing among tho concepts themsolvos what merely belongs to tho
typic of the concepts,"

Strauss: “Typic" mecaning morcly tho symbolic presentation so
That wo enn make it cloaror to oursclves. As it were, we can
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have a kind of image of the moral laws It i3 not the moral hw
proper. Yes?

Reader: '"This, as the typic of judgement guards against the
empiricism of practical reason which bases the practical concepts
of good and evil merely on empirical consequences, on so-called
happiness.”

Strauss: Now we come to the sentence which is crucial,

Reader: "Happiness and the infinite useful consequences of a
will determined only by the maxim of helping itself . . ,"

Strauss: I believe that this is a printing error already in the
German and it means self-love and not self-help. So read it as
if it means that.

Reader: So hoppiness "will be determined only by the maxim of
self-love,"

Strauss: Although hapopiness in the infinite useful cgnseduences
of a will determined by self-love, and we add "alone.

Reader: "By sclf-love alone could, if this will made itself into
a universal law « o "

Strauss: A universal law of nature.

Roador: ™"Of the universal law of nature certainly servo as =a
very adequate type for tho morally good, but still not be identi-
cal with it."

Strauss: In otheor words, if you look at any action from this
point of view, if you want to bo happy you love yourself and you
can't help loving yoursclf, and now you considor your sclf-love
in the form of a universal law meaning that cveryonc clsc is as
much cntitled to his gelf-love as you are to yours. And you sece
this as a natural law, i.e. cvoryonc must and should bo conccrnod
with sclf-love. This is a typiquo, a symbolic prcsontation of
the moral law because what dctermines your will is not your self-
love, but the universality of tho principlec. It is only 2o form
of knowing what you may or may not do. Wo have to kcep this in
mind whon wo como lator on to the eoxamples,

Lot us now return to tho Foundations of the Mctaphysics of Morals
in the neighborhood whore we left off. That is to say, roughly

page L20.

In the sequol horo Kant still leaves it opon how the categorical
imporative is possible, This qucstion will be discussed in the
third scetion., For theo timeo boing ho is only concernced - with
the formula of the catogoric imporative. This formula is given
on the top of pago L21.

Reader: "Thoro is, therofore, only ono catogorical imperative. -
It is: Act only agcording to that maxim by which you can 2t the
samo time will that it should become a univorsal law,"



Strauss: This is tho strict and the only strict formula.
Skip the next paragraph and then go on.

Roader: "The universality of law according to which cffeccts are
produccd constitutcs what is properly cd lod nature in tho most
general scnso (as to form)™

Strauss: Only with a viow to tho forme That is tho mcaninge.
Naturo according to its form is caractorizod by universality of
its laws rogording offocts., That is, the law of cause and cffect,

Recader: M. « « ie.3., tho oxistonco of things so far as it is
dotormined by universal laws. By analogy, thon, the universal
imperative of duty can be oxprossed . o o

Strauss: "Could” not “can", Phat is veory important.
Reader: ". « o« could be cxprcssed a follows: Act as though « » "

‘Strauss: "As if." In othor words, thoro is pcrfect agrooment

in substance betwocn the Foundations of tho Motaphysics of Morals .-
and that crucial soction of Tho Critiquo of Puro Roeason rogarding
the typique, only Kant doos not cexplicitly speak of it hero. o
This is a typical or in Kant's scnseo a symbolical presontation
of the moral law and not tho strict formula as was stated beforoc.
Kant rcasonod this in ordor to show how tho catogoric imperative.
gsuppliecg some contont, :

Now let us rcad the first examplo. Tho seocond paragraph after
that,.

Recader: "A man who is reduccd to despair by a series of cvils
fecls a weariness with lifc but is sti 11 in possession of his
reason sufficicntly to ask whether it would not bo cort rary to
his duty + « "

‘Strauss: To ask himself.

Reader: " . . . to ask himsolf whother it would not be contrary
to his duty to tako his own life. Now he asks « « "

No, Now heo makes an exporiment. It is not very litoral
much better than "asks." Now he tries.

Strauss::
but it ig

Roader: - H& considors.

Strauss: No, It has a somowhat strongor meaning than "considors."
He steps forward, as it worc. Yes? ’

Recader: " , ., , ho mokes an exporioment whether the maxim of

his action could bscome a universal law of nature. His maxim,
howover, is: For lovo of mysolf, I make it my principle to shorten
my life when by o longor duration it threatons more ovil than
satisfaction, But it is questionablo whethor . . "

Strauss: Noe. The only thing still quostionable is this. This
is his maxim, There is only onc question loft, namely:

4
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Reader: "But it is questionablo whothor this principlo of self-
love."

Strauss: This principle of sclf-lovc as statod. I.ce, if life
threatons more evils than it promiscs good - whether this maxim
of sclf-love can beccome a universal law of naturc,

Reader: "One immed atoly scesS « « «f

Stroausst No., Koant is not so rash. "Sccs soone'

Reader: "Onc sces soon a contradietion in a system of naturc
whosc law would be to destroy 1lifc by fceoling whose special office
is to impel the improvement of life. In this case it would not
cxist as noturc; hence that maxim cannot obtain as a law of
nature, and thus it wholly contradicts the suprome principle of

- all duty." '

Strauss: You see the point which you must understand and w ich
Kant makes clear - although insufficiently clear in this cese -
is that this is an argument based on the typique and not on the
categorical imperative proper. The key point is that the man
who makes this reflection is already prepared to obey the moral
law. He is still sufficiently in possession of his reason that
he can ask himself, In other words, he has not become insane or
almost insane., He still consults his conscience and, of course,
he is willing to consult his conscience, That is the point.
Otherwise, he would simply obey the maxim of his self-love.

There is another point, The principle of self-love is a form of
the principle of happiness. What does this man know here? That
from this point on he will have much more evils than good? That
we cannot know. Life threatens evils and promises less pleamires,
We cannot know it, What the mordl qiestion does is, in the first
place, to make him distinguish between what he knows and what

he belicves to knowe And as a sane civil man he would act not
merely on what he believes to know, but on what he knows, So
he cannot know that five minutes after he has committed suicide
his presencc there may be of the greatest value to other human
beings, and thus indirectly to himself because of the satisfacw
tion he would have derived from having helped other human beingse
That is a single example,

Now, letfﬁé;take the next example.

Reader nother man finds himself forced by need to borrow
moneye ‘B well knows that he will not be able to repay it, but
he also sces that nothing will be loaned him if he doos not
firmly promise to roPay it at a cortain time. He desires to make
such & promisoc + « o

Strauss: 'In other words, he is tompted,

Roador: ", ., . but ho has cnough conscience to ask himsolf . o o
Strauss: Ho has still onough conscionce, although the temptation
may be great. So these reflecctiona which Kant sketches hore are

made of men only to the oxtent to:-which thoy are willing to
consult their conscionco. An unscrupulous crook would not even
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begin to make such reflections. This is his meaning when he says
that this is the sphere of practical reason. These arad not
theoretical perceptions. Let us finish this.

Reader: "He asks himself whether it is not improper and opposed
to duty to relieve his distress in such a way. Now, assuming

he does decide to do so, the maxim of his action would be as
follows: When I believe myself to be in need of money. . o"

Strauss: You see that here he qualifies, "When I believe myself
to be in necd of money." How does he know that? You may say
that of course he will xnow it. But it is still a very good
question. Go ona

Reader: "When I belicve mysolf to be in need of money, I W 11
borrow money and promise to repay it, although I know I shall
nover do so," : '

Strauss: That he knows, whercas the first thing he believes. Yos?

Reader: "Now this principle of self-love or of his own benefit
may very well be compatible with his whole @ ture welfare, but
the question is whother it is right. Hc changes « « o

Strauss: No. "I change,' KXant is saying it. He doesn't look
at it from without. He looks at it from within.

Reader: "I chango the pretension of self-love into a universal -
law and then puts the quostion: How would it be if my maxim
becamo a universal law? . , « no ono would beliove what was pro-
mised to him but would only laugh at any such assertion as vain
pretonsc.’

Strauss: With such a law I would will to deny the very purpose
which my maxim presupposes. The maxim precsupposes the purpose
of gotting money under false pretenses. But if I universalize
the maxim I see that I would deny the very purpose which my maxim
presupposes. Here again you see that the reflection liberates
from a delusion, From the delusion that I know myself to be in
need of money. Now you will say that anyone who has every suf-
fered from lack of funds will say that he knew at that time that
he was in need of money. But take it at a somewhat larger view.
In the fipst place, sometimes we believe that we are in need of
e wo wish to keep a certain standard of living, and
true need of money when we have the alternative - if
rfectly honest - to cut out.

wo are pe

But let us look at it from a different point of view and assume
that money is needcd according to the strictest conscience. What
do I exclude if I say that I must stoal or cheat? That I know

or beliecve that I know that I must not honestly beg. This is
still open to me. Whether I will get the moncy that I need I do
not know. No beggar knows that. That is still possible, Most
of us arc preventod from doing that because we have - from a .
moral point of view - foolish prides That is not knowledge.
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The same considerations apply - with minor modification - to
the two last examples on the two following pages.

Let us now read the paragraph following these examples.

Reader: "The foregoing are a few of the many actual duties, or
at least of duties we hold to be actual . o "

Strauss: So this is still a preliminary discussion. Kant does
not say that these are duties in the strict sense. That will

come out only when he comes to the Metapnysics of Morals proper

as distinguished from the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals.

Reader: " , . . whose derivation from the one states principle
is clear, We must be able to will that a maxim of our action be-
come a universal law; that is the canon of the moral estimation
of our action gcnerally.”

Strauss: Let us stop here. In the sequol Kant explains - and

I think that we discussed this earlier - that when we ~ as
conscientious people (as not crooked people) - when we transgress
our duty we make this compromise, this deal: only this time or
only I. I.ce., Wo know that it is an cxceptions And this ex-
ception is precisely what contradicts the universality of the .
moral law.

One can also say, "Could a crook not will these immoral actions
or maxims?" Or rather, "Could a crook not will that a maxim of
his action be made into a universal law?? I would say that a
crook would not dream of willing it. The thought - as it were -
would not occur to him or hoe would consult his conscience and
then he would not be simply a crook. Or are therc men who are
crooks on principle? That would be the question.

Kant would say that if there are crooks from principle who say,
"I ought to boc a erook and thereforo I am a cmw ok," then Kant
would say that his prineciple is solf-cortradictory.

But I have forgotten about Mr. o

Atudent: I wanted to ask whether Kant belicved that by making
cleoar the nature of morality he would induce morc crooks to
consult their conscicnces., There is a footnote to a lettor

asking wh¥ moral odification isn't doing boetter, and he said
that if7 fEsechers had their ideas straight they would be able to
persuade more people to be moral. So does not he intend to make

clear t& people not only that they should consul their con-
sciences, but to actually induce more people to consult their
consciences?

Strauss: What Kant meant by that is this: If people do not

take the moral law in the strictest possible sense in which Kant
means it, and have all kinds of recommendations to it from ulter-
ior motives, that really leads to a weakening of the moral fibers.
Therefore, it is better to state the morality strictly and

firmly cn its true principles to get more people of true charac-

terp That is what he had in mind, and not to convince the crooks
Ag crooks,
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There is another point on page L2l towars the end where Kant
uses the word impartial., "Impartial" meaning, of eourse a
Judgement which we would have to respect, Is a judgement not
dictated by inclinations alone? A judgement dictated by judge-
ment alone would be a partial judgement., And what we seek in
such matters is an impartial judgement.

In the sequel on page 425 Kant again makes clear that the moral
law must not be derived from any peculiarity of human nature
which is implied in what we have said before. But thers is one
point which we should read,

Reader: "Here we sce philosophy brought to what is, in fact, a
precarious position, which should be made fast even though it
is supported by nothing in either heaven or earth,"

Strauss: That is truly an absolute princi ple, the principle which
has not support in anything because it cannot be reduced to
anything ¢lse, Yesg?

Reader: '"Here philosophy must show its purity as the absolute -. . %
sustainer of 1ts laws, and not as the herald of those which have
an implanted senso,"

Strauss: Mecaning those which have the moral socnse of vhich some
English philosophers like Hutchinson spokee.

Roader: " , ., ., or who knows what tutelary nature shispers to
ite Thoso may be botter than no laws at all, but they can

nover afford fundamental prineiples, which reason alone dictatese.
Theso fundamental principles must originato entirely a priori

and theroby obtain thoir commanding authority; thoy can oxpect _
nothing from the inclination of mon but cverything from the
suprcmacy of tho law and due respect for it., Otherwise thoy
condemn man to sclf-contempt and inner abhorronecc,"

Strauss: That is a very powerful and improssive statoment, but
what I am now concerncd with is only this whon he spoaks here

of '"who knows what tutelary naturec.' This is a very clear state-
ment of the principle of Kant which distinguishes him from all
carllier philosophcrse This is the break with the classical
position, The traditional view was that the foundation of morality
is the nature of man or it is the same thing as the natural ends

of mane THAs is simply rejected by Kant. We have to take the

full responsibility for our action and for the principle of our
action, We cannot delegate this responsibili ty to nature.

This term "tutelary nature" or something very close to it occurs
in a well-known passage in the Preface to the second edition of
The Critique of Pure Reason, Listen carefully., Kant speaks here
of the genesis of modern physics which in a way is a model for
Kant's own philosophical teaching,

Reader: "When Galileo caused balls, the weights of which he had
himself previously determined, to roll down an inelined plan;
when Torricelli made the air carry a weight which he had calcu-
la:ed Beforehand to be eaual to that of a definite volume of
water;
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Strauss: You see, with previous calculations in both cases, Yes?

Reader: "Or in morc rccent times, when Stahl changed metals
into oxides, and oxides back into metal, by withdrawing some-
thing and then restoring it, a light broke upon all students

of nature. Thoy learned that reason has insight only into that
which it produces after a plan of its own o o oF

Strauss: "A projecct of its own." The projcct precedes the
cxperiments It doosn't produco a question, but he says, a
project." Or as hc translates it, “plan," This projcct pre-
cedos all possiblc ¢xporiments and the cxperiment is only the
answer concerning or disconcerning the projcet, Yos?

Roader: ". . . and that it must not allow itself to be kept,

as it were, in nature's leading-strings, but must itself show
the way with principles of Judgment based upon fixed laws,
constraining nature to give answer to questions of reason's own
determining, Accidental observations, made in obedience to no
previously thought-out plan, can never be made to yield a neces-
sary law, which alone reason is concerned to discover.”

Strauss: In this crucial passage he again speaks of the "leading-
strings" of nature, This liberation from the leading-strings

of nature which was underlying, as Kant knew, the whole develop=
ment of modern thought and in particular of mal ern science, is

in a way brought to its culmination in Kant's philosophy.

Originally we heard such a formula as Man should make himself
the master and owner of nature, not to be Yed by the leading-
strings of nature, Science for the sake of power. Or, "We
knor or understand only what we make,”" as Hobbes put it and as
Vico repeated it,

The final Pesult of this development, which we see only in our
days clearly which was already foreshadowad by Nietsche as we
saw last quarter, that the very concept of nature loses its very
evidence of meaning which it had throughout the ages,

At any rate, for Kant's philosophy this is decisive: The prin-
ciples of morality cannot be found in nature whether nature is
understood in the Aristotelian or in the Newtonian sense,

Kant intré&ﬁces, then, in the sequel, another formula for the
categorie imperative. In this case it is not quite clcar -~ not
as clear da in the former case - whother this is a type of the
moral law or of equal rank as the primary formulation of it.
Read only the beginning of tho noxt paragraph,.

Reader: "The question then is: Is it a necessary law for all
rational beings that they should always judge thoir actions by
such maxims as thoy thomselves could will to serve as universal
laws? If it is such a law ., . . :

Strauss: What Kant did hitherto was only to say,_"If wo analyze
what men ordinarily understand by morality we reach tho conclu-
sion that they presuppose a categoric imperative." But thore
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is still the question of whether what is undorstood ordinarily
by ‘“morality” is not altogether an illusion. Of this difficulty
he triocs to disposc in the third seetion which we will discuss
next time.

Reader: M"If it is such a law, it must be connocted (wholly a
prior%) with the concept of the will of a rational being as
such,’

Strauss: Lot us stop hore and go on to the noxt paragraph,

Roador: "Tho will is thought of as a faculty of determining
itsclf to action in accordancc with tho conception of certain
laws, Such a faculty can be found only in rational beings.

" That which sorves the will as the objcctive ground of its self-
determination is an cond, and, if it is given by rcason alone,
it must hold alike for all rational beings,"

Strauss: Beccausc othorwise it would not be universally valid
and nececssary and hence it would not be equally valid for all
rational beings,

Roader: "On tho othor hand, that which contains the ground of" "
tho possibility of tho action, whas ¢ rosult is an ond, is called
the means,” : T

Strauss: Next paragraph,

Roader: "But suppose that there were something the existenco
of which in itsclf had absolute worth, something which, as an
ond in itself, could be a ground of definite lawse In it and
only in it could lic the ground of a possible categorical im-
perative, iec. of a practical law."

Strauss: Skip thc noxt paragraph,

Recader: "Thus if there is to be a suprome practical principle
and a categorical imporative for the human will, it must be one
that forms an objcective principle of tho will from tho conception
of that which is noccssarily an ecnd for gvoryone becauso it is

an ecnd in itsclf. Honeco this objective principlec can scrve as

a universal. practical law,"

see, "can" which seems to indicate that this is
t moral law proper,

Reader: "The ground of this principle is: rational nature
exists as an end in itself., Man necessarily thinks of his own
existence in this way,"

Strauss: 1In other words, he does it prior to any morality. This
egocentrism belongs to man necessarily,

Reader: "Thus far it is s sub jective principle of humesn actions,
Also every other rational being thinks of his existence by means
of the same rational ground which holds alsc for myself; thus

it is at the same time an objective principle from which, as

2 supreme practical ground, it must be possible to derive all
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laws of the wille The practical imperative, therefore, is the
following: Act so that you treat humanity, whether in your own
person or in that of another always as an end » . ,"

Strauss: No. "Always also as an end.and never merely as a
means only,"

This is one of the most famous formulations of Kant from which
much later moral thought is derived, Humanity here means not
only the human race, but means the essence of man. So respect
the human in man - man's human essense - in thy person as well
as in the person of everybody else always also as an end and not
merely as a meang, In other words, we cannot help using other
human beings as mcans, When we to s store and buy an orange,
you use him as a means for getting your orange. You can't help
that, But you must nover use him meroly as an end., And the
same applics to you., To somo extens you may use yourself as a
means, but you must never use yourself moroly as a means,

Of course from the basis of the Biblical tradition - although
the Bible does not use this formula -~ this is not altogether a
surprise. But if we look at the most powerful tradition pre-

. ceding Kant in modern times, it looks different.

By the way, in Aristotls of course the great question is: What
about the slave in Aristotle's teaching? Is he not used merely
23 a means? I think that Aristotle would say, "No, " because
what he calls a "natural slave" is treated as a slave and is

made a slave for his own good, too. The trouble is that when
Aristotle comes to speak of slaves in more practical terms they
are not these touching idiots of whom I spoke at the beginning,
They are obviously human beings who ought not to be treated thus,
So Aristotle - and Plato still less - is very far from Kant,

But let me read to you a passage from Locke's Second Treatise
on Civil Government, paragraph 11,

"Every man in the state of nature has the power to kill another
both to deter others from doing the like injury which no repara-
tion can compensate , . o oOr may be destroyed as a lion or a
tiger, one of those wild savage beasts with whom man can have

no society, nor secruity,”

In other: words, you hit this man without reason over the head
until he:ls ‘dead just as you would do in the case of a lion or

a tigere.: That is hers radically denied by Kant. Under no cir-
cumstances can you conceive in particular of capital punishment -
which Kant accepts as logitimate - in terms of this., If capital
punishment is not compatible with respecting the man to be
punished capitally as an end in himgelf, then it is not moral,

Let us turn to page 431.

Student: Isn't there the point in Locke that that man is no
longer a man, He no longer has the essential nature of humanity,
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Strauss: Well, there would be the case of insanity, and then
he is no longer a rational being and that is a moot question,
If you think gbout what the Nazis did with insane people, and
how this was viewed by all non-Nazis, then you see that there
is a difficulty even here, Whether even with a human being who
has become inseane one should not respect what we might call a
reflection of a former sanity to say nothing of the fact -~ of
which we are reminded by Kant - that we cannot tell. The man
may regain his sanity even if all psychiasrists tell us that he
cannot, bccause psychiatrists are not omnisciocnt.

Now let us read on page L31,.

Reader: "Objectively the ground of all practical legislation
lies (aceording to the first principle) in the rule and in the
form of universality, which makes it capable of being a law
(at most a natural law); sub jectively, it lics in the end. Bub
tho subject of all ends is overy rational being as an end in
itself 2by the second principle); from this there follows the
third practical principle of the will as the supreme condition
of its harmony with univ crsal practical rcason, viz., the idea
of the will of every rational boing as making univorsal law."

Strauss: TLiterally, that would be "the will legislating uni-
vorsally.” This is what Kant calls in tho sequsl "autonomy,
self-legislation.” Every rational being and, therefore, in
particular man, is moral only to tho extent that he is autonomeus,
What does this mocan? Autonomy is used in contradistinction

to hoteronomy. That is, not only divine laws whercby God im-
poses law upon man, without man also legislating, but also laws
based on nature, moral laws in the traditional scnse. Both of
these imply hetceronomy.,

Thore aro somoc pcoplec today I have beon given to understand who
moko tho distinction beotween soclf-diroccted and other-dirccted.
That is doscendant from Kantts distinction between autonomy
and hotcronomy. And tradition-dircctod which is tho third kind
of dircction which thosc pooplo spocak of, is of course also
hetoronomy. When tradition dircets you you do not dircect your-
sclf,

This concept is froquently misundorstood. Kant makes this clcar
in a labesweiting, Tho Metaphysics of Morals itsclf, Autonomy

1t tands it mecans sclf-compulsion. The word corpul-

timos occur, but is translatod as "nocessitation"

ompulsion" is a much bettor translation.

This principle of compulsion is of great practical importance.
We hear all the time of compulsion exerted in concentration
camps, in prisoner of war camps and so on. Kant makes this
point: Another being can compel me to do something to do which
is not my purvose. For example, to crawl on my belly or still
more terrible things. But another being can never compel me to
make this particular thing - say crawling on my belly - my
purpose. For if he compels me to do something which I do not
like to do, my purpose in giving in to the compulsion is to
escape death, torture, etc. Whereas his purpose is to extract
infarmation or to humiliate me. No man can ever compel another
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man - and that is Kant's key point - to make what he wills his
purpose., That can only be an act of the agent,

Therefore, even if God would command something, God could not -
strictly speaking - compel us to do it. It would have to become
our act, our purpose and this purpose is_not subject to compulsion,

Let us read on page L32.

Reader: "But if we think of a will giving universal laws, we
find that a supreme legislating will cannot possibly depend on
any interest, for such a dependent will would itself need still
another law which would restiret the interest of its self-love
to the condition that the maxims of this will should be valid
as universal law, - .

Thus the principle of every human will as a will giving universal
laws in all its maxims . . " L

Strauss: "Through all its maxims." That is very imporﬁéﬁt.: _
because the maxims come nccessarily first, and the maxim must

S .

be capablc of becoming a rule of universal 1egislatrop~

Reader: " ., , , i3 very wd 1 adapted to being a caééébr{cai'
imperative, provided it is otherwise correct, Because of the
idea of universal lawgiving, it is based on no interest o« . ,";

Strauss: Lot us stop hero. Namely, that interest which’'I haw
in giving in to that torturer in tho concentration camp: or
prisoncr of war camp, 'The interest which I have is to ascape
from tho torture, cte. - - o T

An action can only be mine and can only be gonuine if tho purposo
originates in me without such a previous interest, i.o. in obe-
dience to the moral laws. S

Student: Docs that mean that enyone who docs anything under
orders is not morally rcspongible? :

Strauss: It all depcends on if tho man who orders him-is hisg
legitimate suporior and if the ordor which he gives to him is
not flagrantly immoral, Of coursc, hec has to.obey. Takeo a very
simple ¢ which I:know today is controversial, - Thore is a war
and & m# ordered to kill othors. This is, of course, for
ost all’ oarly moralists not a problems, The Biblical
nd’ is not, "Thou shalt not kill," but "Thouw shalt
~ Bocausoc how could the 0ld Tostament forbid killing
since it commands killing all the timo? But apart from Biblical
authority, that was generally understood. Killing was not as
such an evil act, Murdoring is.. Tho question is 'how to draw
the linc. Thercfore, thore was no problom, S '

But if it is a mattor of killing espeocially non-righting poersonnel -
women and childron - then it was undorstood since the 17th century

- that that was immoral. But now with our groat technafogical
brogrcss where pcople can noAlonger~distinguish>whonﬂﬁhcz fly
bebtwoen women and children or-soldiors, it' is a hard proposition,
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Student: What if you are ordered to kill someone and if you do
not kill them you will be killed?

Strauss: Well, that is one of those extreme situations on which
one should not pronounce unless one has gone through such a gity -
ation and then one probably would not be able to speakk about it
any more., '

Student: This discussion of killing as distinguished from mur-
dering because Kant says that we cannot use empirical grounds
(inaudible), #nd it seems to me that in defining actions 1like
killing in contradistinction to murdering you have to use empir-
ical grounds.

Strauss! What we have to decide - and we cannot do that with
the material here - is whether the distinction as meant by Kant
is based on empirical consideration and not on using empirical
illustrations which is a different thing. In other words, whsther ..
this distinction does not have an a priori principle. We will o
find somo matter on which to make = judgement when we come to
hls more specifically political writings.,. : '

Let mec mention only one point which is very crucial in the sequ
of the second part. What Kant has stated here in the passage
we have road is that the dignity of man - man alone - is an end
in himsclf. The question hore arisos: Is the dignity of man
dependent on his being actually moral? That would come quite . -
close to what Aristotle and quite a few othor ancient philosophers
have said. Or docs it merely depend on his possibility - his
potentiality - of being moral? Xant means tho lattor, but it

is not always cl ar,

In this conncction, on page 432 and 433 it bocomes. clecar that
all provious ethies differ from Kant procisely rogarding this
point which hc calls the principlc of autonomy, of ‘solf-legisla-
tion. Every action which is not based on my own sclf-logisla-
tion is, to that oxtont, immoral. It may still be according to
duty, but it is not in the true spirit of duty,

Turn to the ond of this section on tho bottom of page 439 Road
the beginning of the last paragrph on that page. '

what hags Just beoen said, it can ecasily be cxplained
that; although in the concept of duty we think of
aws’we do neverthcless ascribo a cortain subli-

2e- tho person who fulfills all his dutics,"

Strauss: Yes, You scc here, if ho fulfills his duty. Tho ques-
tion is, "What about the man who does not fulfill all his dutiocs?
What is tho dignity of man in this caso?' As I said beforo,

Kant doubtloss mcans the lattor. Othorwise, it would bo very :
difficult sinco we cannot know of any man whcthor he-uvor fulfills
his dutye. Although ho may oxternally do his duties, we can ncver
know whether ho did it in the propor moral gpirit. So if the
dignity of man would depond cntiroly on somothing which wo could.
not possibly know in any- ecasgo; thon it would rost on . a very poor
basise Lct us lecave it at that today, o




I am surc that thosc who havo not road the third ‘soction and
cvon some of those who have will have had difficulty following
your very good summary and intorprotation of Kant *s point,

Whoro do wo stand at tho ond of the proccding soction or, -in:
othor words, what is the function of this last soction? Tho .
last soction is, undoubtably the most difficult soction of the -
" whole work. In tho first two soctions Kant has given an analysi
of what cach of us has folt who has ever had the. fdoling of:
doing somothing wrong or of willing something wrenge. Wh
implied in that? Kant claims that he ha o
cations bettor and moro cloarly thosi g

Tho formulation is the catogorfcdﬂ
< a moral law which commands in thi
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Seminar on Kant: Sossion VIII
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I am suro tﬂ:i thosc who havo not road tho third scction and
cven somo of those who have will have had difficulty following
your very good summary and intorprotation of Kant'ts pointe

Whero do wo stand at tho ond of the proccding scction or, in
othor words, what is the function of this last scction?  Tho

last soction is, undoubtably the most difficult soction of the

- wholc work. In tho first two soctions Kant has glven an analysis:
of what ocach of us has fclt who has ovor had the feoling of !
doing somothing wrong or of willing something wronge What i
impliod in that? Kant claims that ho has mado clcar the;img
cations bettor and moro cloarly than any carlior p

Th

Tho formulation is the catogorical impomtiva.r g
a moral law which commands in this cato '

any moral contont as such, yet nocos sart
moral contont,

But Kant has not proven that this me
thing, In othor words, men judgo morally ¢
this moral judgomont and if we take ity ge ously wai &
the catogorical imporative. But in fac® what we-haye
somc fathor image which has bocome: sublimntod so.

now only duty and no longer any fathewite go: or
In other words, thc most important quos 1
thing real - is not.yot answorod at all
laat twenty pagose S By RN

What Kant doos thera is callod & derivatfon of morality, moant
from somothing more fundamontal,- That f# a groatt dlfficulty.




-
et

Strauss: Perfoction. And, of:coursec, porfoctiom mg
tho perfoction of manfs natwrcs:: 3¢ our moral knowl :
ledge would be based on-our knowledge of humen naturé and,
secondly, on our knowledge of whia® perfection ise Both ti

are- 1 -khowledge e So moral knowledge would rest om
theo dations,. That is a very cormon view among’
phiYi éirlier times and: Kant was the one who question
this? . radlcally, o .- |

g

To look back for one moment at Aristotle in the Ethics, this

is one of the greatest difficulties of the ZBthics. If you raise
the question: What is the cognitive status of the moral prin-
ciples, you do not get a clear answer, You do not get an answer
at alle They are presupposed in every prudential action, in
every consideration, The ends - the good, moral ends - must
come to side with you, Otherwise, your deliberation will be
sly, cunning and not prudent, Aristotle also maekes clecar how
men acquire these principles, nsmely by good breeding. But
of course, this is not-a suffiscient explanation because who
brod the breeders? Therefére, there must be somet:
Or, to put it another way; how can wes distinguish
-breeding and bad breeding?® Th

least, not explicitly,..

of coursc, thc morality wi

ality and not in his gencra:
animals- othor than man a
nicee. :

Thercfore, onc could expec
deorive: tho catogorie impe:

from mant's boing rati
rational without yob :




=

Strauss: Perfection. And, of. coursc, porfoctiom moans he
tho perfoction of man's naturce - 86 our moral knowledge
ledge would be based on our knowledge of human nature and,”
secondly, on our knowledge of what perfection is. Both thingi
e ak knowledgee So moral knowledge would rest om
indations, That is a very common view among
r £ éarlier times and Kant was the one who questioned
this ' vigimost radically,

i

To look back for one moment at Aristotle in the Ethics, this

is one of the greatest difficulties of the Zthics, If you raise
the question: What is the cognitive status of the moral prin-
ciples, you do not get a olear answer. You do not get an answer
at alls They are presupposed in every prudential action, in
every consideration., The ends - the good, moral onds - must
come to side with you, Otherwise, your deliberation will be
sly, cunning and not prudent, Aristotle also makes clecar how
men acquire these principles, namoly by good breeding. But,
of course, this is not -a sufficient explanation bocause who
brod the broeders? Therofore, there must be something hig
Or, to put it another way, how can we distinguish bet

breeding and bad breeding? This question is not an
least, not explicitly. _

If wo look at tho nature of man and ask Aristotle:
think 1s the nature of man? - We all lmow what that
From the traditional formule; man is a rational a
of courso, the morality will be lccated primarily
ality and not in his genoral animelity bocause we: m
I;n;)imals othor than man are not moral although they gﬂm

coa Reeate el n, o . B

Therofore, onc could oxpoct that what Kant is trying to do is
dorivo tho catogoric imperative = the principle of ‘morality -
from man's boing rationalii Do:you agrce with mo@ Méaning
rational without yot malking a distinction botwoon: thoorotical.

o,

and practical, And thord .arc tracos of that in Kand's argumont‘"
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Now I would like you to state in your own words what the
character of that deduction is., So we don't know yet anything

of the categoric imperativa., We know only that man is free,
That we know,

Student: No. You can't know certalnly that man is free., It
1sta necessary assumption that you have to make in order to
8CUs

Strauss: inaudible

Student: Yes. The argument is so elaborate that ho makes theore.
That is the scection where ho asserts that moral law is valid
rcgardloss of whoether you know yourself to bc free or that you
merely have to assume that you arc frco,

Strauss: Ycse That is difficult. What is thoe conclusion
which you draw given tho improvements given in The! Critique of
Practical Rceson?

Student: I think that the whole thing falls through,

Strauss: Also in The Critique of Practical Reason?

Student: No. Just in the Foundations., The idea of trying to
deduce the categorical imperative as the principle of morality" .-
from the idea of freodom is - as he himsolf admits in Practicak: - -
Reason - is tho wrong way to go about it. It is an inversion B
of thc propcr order. It should be the other way around,

Strauss: But to como to tho morc specific point, Kant is
trying to doducc the catogoric imperative from the distinction
betwocn the phenomonal and tho noumonsal worlds., Can you state
tho charactor of this deduction? In othor words, we know that
there 18 a noumcnal world.

Student: This is somothing that puzzlos me. Thero arc cortain
passages in here whore hc wants to say that wo do know that
therc is a noumcnal world, But thon, on tho othcr hand, there
arc certain passagecs whore ho says: No we don't, We have to
assume it, We havec to prosupposc ite But we have no definite
knowledgo of it :

Strauss 1t makes a distinetion, howover, in Tho Critique of
Purc Re etwoen thinking and knowing. Wc must think. Wo
must. iat therc is a noumcnal world, but we cannot know

wWrean ono state this in idiomatic Znglish? Wo must
conccive of a noumcnal world. Othorwisoc, we got into hopcless
troubles. But this romains a quostion mark. The noumenal
world is, but wc cannot know moreo than that it is, Thorc is,
howover, some suspicion that it is peoplod by intollectunl
beings, intclligent boings, and not by atoms or things like this
which aro not vory impressive but which is part of Leibniz and
other traditions which Kant follows hero. So thor are rcally
grcat difficultics here. : '
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But onc can, of coursc, also sce tho difficulty in another :
point which I will show by this drawing. So here is this action, |
and this action is fully determined on the phenomenal level

by preceding causes going back indefinitely. (Refers to dig-

gram) This is the action and it is fully determined by pre=-

ceding causes. Someone steals money because he is hungry

and bad breeding, and, of course, the availability of something

to steal. You can easily analyze it,

30 here there is no place for morality because your actions
are fully determined by preceding causes. And one reason why
you act nicely is fear of punishment or desire for reward,

So this is strictly amoral,

The same action is also fully determined from above, from the
noumenal world, from the intellectual world. And, Kant says,
we must make this distinetion. This argument is, of couw se,
not given here but merely referred to. Let us now assume that
what would now be called the scientific explanation of actions..
were possible, and that the laws of causality were universally:
valid in every respect, and that it was the last word. Then.
we would get into the antinomy which tclls us that causal
explanation is tho only explanation which we can give of expe
ienced facts as experienced facts, But it is only an explana.
tion of the phcnomenal, not of tho noumenal., This distinctio
1s implied., Othorwise, you get into the third antinomy,

Now, let us assume that we have a decent action - a teller in .
& bank who rofuscs to be frightened by the robber and risks
her 1life. Since we assumo that it is is clcarly a moral action,
the cxplanation in terms of background and stamina and so on

will not do because it would not do Justice to tho marality of
the action, So the moral - or, for that matter, the immoral -

in the action cannot be explained causally. Kant goes too far
when he says that it is the same action. It is not the same
phenomenon, We abstract from the moral corc which me ans, of
course, its cither being moral or being immoral, Then wo explain
it.

Vory focw peoplc today are Kantians. This difficulty has somcthing
to do with it. Many pcople who werc Kantians say around 1900

or so, espccially in Germany but not only in Germany, woro neo-
Kantiangywbich mcant that thoy abandored the thing in itself -
world - in the way in which Kant himsclf had um cr-

Mr. s who is an Englishman, has written a vory accopt-
able book callecd the Catogorical Impcorative. This is the only
one which I have rcad., Ho trics to gat out of the difficulties
by saying: Kant's cthics is fine, but his motaphysics is the
troublece But I don't belisvo that it can be so simple. Kant
was unable to sct forth his othical teachings without these
borrowings from thc metg hysics which ho, in his theoorotical
writing, claimed to have dostroyed.

I would like only to toll those of you who are rcpelled by this
scholasticism as somc people call it, or somec poople would say ¢
a certain Gorman hoaviness, that it is not a sufficiont oxcuse
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for anyonc trying to undcrstand our world - thc modorn world -
beocausc Xant is onc of the greatost landmarks. ZEspecially today
when the only alternative on the academic level for all practical
purposes, -at least, o social science positivism or related
things is what is called existentialism, This existentialism
was, in very important respects, a return to Kant in the denial
of the sovereignty of theoretical reason. That is the point at
which Kant is aiming. The highest principle of which we can be
aware - which we can know - is the categoric imperative, As

far as the phenomena - the visible world - are concerned all
this knowledgze is relative and contingent. It is good enough.

as far as it goes, but it is never satisfactory.

The only unconditioned knowledge, the knowledgze of the uncondi-
tioned, of the absolute as it were, is the knowledge of the moral
‘law, The moral law is, as it wero, like a lightening in a very
dark night, but - and I must mix metaphors - it must be a
lightoning always accessible, So say a permanent lightening at
least if wo are willing to look upe. Otherwise we wouldn't see
it. In an otherwisc absolutely dark sky. Wwhat its grounds are -
and that is what he is fundamentally concorned with - we cannot
know, We can have somo idea that it will be a sign of an intele
ligible, intecllectual world to which we and other rational, i
intellectual beings in the universo belong, -But that we do not. B
know. Y

Thoreforec, any mctaphysics, any theorctical knowledgo, can not
be tho basis of our undorstanding and oboying the moral lawe
This is what Xant is saying here. And oxistcntialism - which
rosc in rcaction to post-Kantian philosophy - can be said to

be the viow that formally the highest principles arc not - and
cannot be - subjects of theorctical knowledgo. In this crucial
point they agroca.

Of coursc thc situation is roadically diffcercnt becauso for

Kant natural scicnce - Newtonian scionce - has canonic charactoer,
It is human knowledgo of the first order. Whorcas, for existen-
tialism ~ at least in the radical form as cxpresscd by Heidegger -~
what wo now call sciontific knowlcdge is dorivative from the .
fundamoental way of knowing things which ono can call overyday
knowledge as distinguished from scientific knowloedge.

Thercfore
man is

doecsnt
which dog
arisce

- 8ince everyday knowoldge takes it for grantcd that
:the whole conflict presented in Kant's third antinomy
tey. Thore you havo a strictly detcrministic world

t leave room for frcodom. This problem does not

And then, when it comos to the analysis of morality, thc distine-
tion originally made by Heidcgger botwoon authentic and unauthon- .
tic being takos the placc of the Kantian distinction between
autonomous and hotoronomous, I cannot go into those points, but

I thoughfthat I should at lcast montion thom lcst you scc no
immcdiate rclevanco of what Kant says to tho situations which
confronts us today immcdiatoly, This isy of courso, not to say
that in order for a question to be scnsible it must be ono which
confronts us imme diatd y, but we always have to start from what

is ncarcst to us as Aristotlo in his wisdom: said.
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The first thing which I think that we should do is to read the
passage %n The Critique of Prgctical Reason in which Kant corrects
his previous statements., And that is in She note to paragraph 7.
You can also read paragraph 7 itself.

Reader: Page 31 in the %erman, page 31 in the LLA Article 7.
Fundamental law of pure practical reason. So act that the maxim

of your w;ll could always hold at the same time as the principle
establishing universal law, ‘

Re@ark. Pure geometry has postulates as practical propositions,
which, however, contain nothing more than the presupposition

that one can do something and that, when some result is needed,
one should do it; these are the only propositions of pure geometry
which apply to an existing thing. They are thus practical rules .
under a problematic condition of the will." :

Strauss: Problematic is the same as what he calls here hypo-
thetical. ’

Reader: "Here, however, the rule says: One ought sbsolutely to~;
act in a certain way,"

Strauss: In other words, without any conditions attached to them

Student: "The practical rule is therecfore unconditional and
thus is thought of a priori as a categorically practical proposi
tion, The practical rule, which is thus here a law . . » For
the a priori thought of the possibility of giving universal law,
which is thus mercly problematic, is unconditionally commanded
as a law without borrowing anything from experience or from any
external will."

Strauss: This sentence puts us at the end of the second section
of the Foundations« The thought a priori of a possible univer=
sal legislation is merely problematical meaning that analyzing
ordinary moral understandi ng we arrive at this formula, but the
whole thing - the whole sphere of moral judgements - may be a
mirror. But yet it is commanded as a law unqualifiedly which
you cannot say of what your father told you or anyone else when
you were a child, Yes?

18, howevoer, not a prescription according to which
occur in order to make a desired effect possible,
e is always physically conditionecd . . . The

of this fundamental law may bo called a fact of
reason, since one cannot ferret it out from antecedent data of
reason, such as the consciousness of freedom (for this is not
antecedently given)."

Student

Strauss: Here, of course, is clear the diffcrence betwecn The
Critigue of Practical Reason and tho Foundations of the Metaphy-
sics of Morals, where he assumes that froodom is given somchow
before, is.ce. bofore our knowing the moral law. The true view =
the final view - of Kant is that we know of frecedom as a fact
~only on thec basis of our knowing the moral law as a fact. The
roasoning is vory simple. Thou canst for thou oughtst. You
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know that you ought. You know that through the categorical
imperative., And this knowledge implies that you can, i.e. that
you are free. And there is no need for an independent deduction
of freedom, Yes. '

Reader: ", . o and since it forces itself upon us as a gynthetic
proposition a priori based on on pure or empirical intuition.,

It would be analytiec if the freedom of the will were presupposed,
but for this, as a positive concept, an intellectual intuition
would be necded, and here we cannot assume it, In order to re-
gard this law without any misinterpretation as given, one must
note that it is not an empirical fact but the sole fact of pure
reason, which by it proclaims itself as originating law, Thus

I will, Thus I command,

Strauss: "Sic volo, sic iubeo," is a quotation from a Latin
poct, Juvenal., But in the original it is," ,
This I will and thus I command, The will should take the place
of roason. That is onc of the prime cases where .quotations

. may be embarrassing,

There is anothor passage on the same subject on page L2.

Reader: That is page L3 in the LLA, "This Analytic proves tHat
bure recason can bo practical, i,e. that of itsclf and indepan«: -
dently of everything empirical it can detcrmine the will, Thisg:
it does through the fact whorein PUre rcason ¢ .. o7 R

Strauss: "Fact” is a word which @ pears rather rarely in Kant
in this conncetion,

Reader: ", , . a fact wherein puroc rcason shows itself actually
to be practical. This fact is autonomy in the principle of
norality by which rcason determines tho will to action,.

At the samc time it shows this fact to beo inextricably bound up
with thc consciousncss of frecdom of tho will, and actually to
be identical with it," -

Strauss: Hencc thore cannot bo a dcduction, Wo will leavc it
at that,

Which of the othor points which we have not discussod shall we

the short time that we still havc? When Kant speaks

egoric imperative that it is a synthetic judgement
this does not come out quite clearly., But I think

that there is one point which he means, The categoric impera-

tive is a synthetic judgement a priori, Why? Boecausec it is

an imperative, i.c. thc formula of a command and the command

can only be addrcsscd to rational boings who may transgrcss as

distinguished from rational beings who cannot transgress because.

thoy are simply holy,

This synthetic character of tho catogoric imporative is connccted
with the fact or is duc to the faect that man may disoboy. In
othcr words it is due to the fact that morality has the charac-
ter of an "ought.” The "ought' cannot be inferred from any
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"is, " and, therefore, the "ought" has the character of a syn-
thetic judgement and since experience cannot be the basis in
this case it must be a synthetic judgement a priori, Does this
conform with your judgement?

Student: Wouldn't the formulation have to be synthetic in
itself regardless of the facts about it?

Strauss: No, because of what we have read in The Critique of
Pure Reason and what we have read here., It is always the formula
of the categoric imperative, but the imperative is the formu-
lation of a command. You cannot say the form and so on, Nor

can God say it himself because, of course, God is good., Sub-
human beings cannot be good or bad. Man alone can be good or

bad and, therefore, only for man can there be an "ought.' That

I believe is the root. And, therefore, you see also here the
connection between the phenomenal and the noumenal worlds.,
Because man is a citizen of both the phenomenal and the noumenal
worlds. This appeared in your presentation. This distinction
is at the root of the whole difficulty. God could not be a
citizen or a member of the phenomenal world,

Student: I have two questions. The supreme principle of moral-
ity is only a categorical imperative because it is addressed to-.-
an imperfect being, If it were addressed to God or to the angel
or something it would not assume the guise of an imperative. . .
But it would still have to be synthetic cven for God or en angelk
wouldn't it? 7 :

Strauss: I am not sure.

Student: Paton threw up his hands., The quotations that Kant
uses for the formuk tion of the third chapter - he doesn!t have
it in the form of an imperative, He has it in a statement of
the indicative mood. In the third paragraph, page W7 of the
German he says that an absolutely good will is one whose maxim
can always have . « o ‘

Strauss: Yes. That is hopelessly difficult when you rcad it.

Student: Yes, And Paton says, ‘'Why did he introduce this formu-
Why didn't he keep it in the form of a categorical

i¥e?’ Or in the imperative mood rather than transform it
dicative mood,

+1: Hore: you bring up the question of Kant's way of writ-
ing. Kant is capable of very great beauty. But what is charac-
teristic of thesc chiof works of Kant, especially Tho Critique
Of Pure Rcason and The PFoundations of the Metaphysics of Morals
1s this. Kanft wrote his books in an amezingly short Gimao.

The Critigue of Pure Reason could probably have been cut down by
Kant by a third if he had somehow after this long silence =

he did not wish to submit himsolf to problems of cutting and
perhaps this was an immoral act, but one could also say that

the more urgent duty was to maeke it accessible to the public
because ho might die, Bubt it is clear that this is not a book
written like the Platonie dialogues where, when you have entered

It N
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you can give good ground as to why the author exprossed him-
self in the way that he 4id. ’

Ig itself this is simply what Kant said, but one has to con-
sider also parallcl passages. Then it bocomes clecar,

Student: inaudible
Strauss: Shall wo read that paragraph?

Roader: "If, thon, the frecdom of the will is presupposed,
morality together with its principles follows from it by the
merce analysis of its concopt., But tho principlec is neverthe-
lcss a synthetical proposition, 4n absolutoly good will is
onc whoso maxim can always include itsclf as a universal law.
It 1s synthetical bocausc, by analysis of the concopt of an
§bsoéugoly good will, that propeorty of thc maxim cannot bo
ound,

Strauss: What docs this mean? Whon ho spoaks of the simply .
good will onc would think to begin with of God. Can one Specak:
of God acting on maxims as distinguished from that law? Go ona

Reader: "Such synthetical propositions, however, are possible
only by the fact that both cognitions are connected through -
their union with a third in which both of them are to be founde:
The positive concept of freedom furnishes this third cognition
which cannot be, as in the case of physical causes, the nature
of the sensuous world in the concept of which we find con joined™
the concepts of something as cause in relation to something

else as effect."

Strauss: "Something else" is underlined by Kant. Some thing else
and, therefore it is not an analytical Jjudgement, but a synthetic
one,. Yes?

Reader: "We cannot yet show directly what this third cognition
1s to which freedom directs us and of which we have an a priori
idea. DNor can we explain the deduction of the concept o
freedom from pure practical reason and, therewith, the pogsi-
bility of the categorical imperative, For this some further
preparation is needed."

=The chsest parallel to this passage occurs earlier
ond part on page 420 of the German,

fv-"Secondly, in the case of the categorical imperative

or law of morality, the cause of difficulty in discerning its
possibility is very weighty. This imperative is an a priori
synthetical practical proposition, and, since to discern the pos=~
8ibility of propositions of this sort is so difficult in the-
oretical knowledge, it may well bo gathered that it will be no
less difficult in the practical." '

Strauss: And the note in which he explains why it is a synthe-
tical practical judgement s priori.. -
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Reader: "I connect a priori, and hence necessarily, the action
with the will without supposing as a condition that there is

any inclination to the action though I do so only objectively,
i1.0., under the idea of a reason which would have complete

power over all subjective motives), This is, therefore, a prac-
tical proposition which does not analytically derive the willing
of an action from some other volition already presupposed (for
we do not have such a perfect willl; it rather connects it dip-
ectly with the concept of the will of a rational being as gsome-~
thing which is not contained within it."

Strauss: You see here this parenthesis: (for we do not have
such a perfect will), Does this not mean that were we to have -
a rational being of perfect will - not the categorical impera-
tive, of course - but the corresponding proposition,

Student: Yes, Here in Chapter 3,

Strauss: A% any rate, I think that we can say with all due
modesty that this third section is very difficult, and that it g
is not entirely our fault, We are fortunate in this case that ' .
Kant himself corrected his position in the Critigque of Practical
Reason in the passages which we read,

I think that it is not very practical of us‘to go into any ofﬁf
the more technical details of the third section Unlcss, yes? -

Student: But you do think that the problems which were left:
in the Foundations were solved in the Critique of Practical
Recason?

Strauss: This diffidulty which he struggled with in the third
section of theo Foundations, surely. The great question which
remains throughout Kant, from the Critique of Pure Reason on

is this distinction of the phonomenal and noumenal worlds -

the two worlds which are no longer the sub-lunar and the supra-
lunar worlds (that had gone at the latest by the time of Newton).
The manifest difficultics of Kant come to sight most clearly '
in his conecretec moral teaching, This is not given in the

Critigue of Practical Reason or in the Foundations, but in the
Motaphysics of Morals itself which Kant wrotc still somo years

later,

3gent-day defenders of Kant say is that a criticism
crete moral propositions does not affect the basis
position., And this might very well be so. In
 Kant might have been inexperienced in certain
matters and, therefore have made these Judgements, Yes?

Student: That is why I think that problems arose in the third
section of the Foundations. I understand the underlying
problem to be that very problem of the relations between the
phenomenal and the noumenal worlds. '

Strauss: Yes, but as far as the Kantian-doctrine is concerned —-.-
we are not speaking now of what Kant might have discovered and
which can be divorced from the: manner:. and: the context in which

he presented it. But Kant's owm doctr stands with this
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distinction, And, therefore, if this is a question of‘thez

distinction, then the Kantian doctrine as a whole has to be
abandoned, but it might still have a very important court, -

There are-threc points which struck me always as very strange
in suolr & great and good man as Kant, The first is his defini=-
tion of marriage which occurs in his Metaphysics of Morals,
Marriage is a lifc-long contract of pcople of different scxes
for the mutual usc of the sexual organs, Now that sounds very
funny. But then I thought about it and said, ‘'How did_Kant
arrive at that? Is it only because he was a bachelor and had
very funny notions?" I doubt that,

What would carlier moralists have said - say in the Aristotelian
tradition? Of course, the purpose of marriage is the genocra-
tion of children, procreation, Now this is sound and reasonable,
but it is not universally valid, People marry and may have the
firm intention to raise a family and, then, for whatover reason
they do not have children although they make every offort, - This
is clear, And yct no one in his senses, or hardly anyone, has
said that marriage coascs to be a marriage when there are no
children bccause you would then bo loft with such interesting
questions as: How many yecars do you have to wait?

The rest of the world hasg always taken childlecss marriagos as
porfectly respectable - poerhaps unfortunate but perfectly re-
spectable. And Kant doecs the samo. That is, he must have a .-
definition of marriage which doecs not include procreationm, -~ .
And ‘to say for tho purpose of soxual enjoyment - that would be
incompatible with tho strict moral view which Xant held., It
would also be open to quito a fow objcctions. For example, -
what would hapven in the caso of illhoss and so on,

Anothor reason: In the pictistic Protestantism in Gormany it
happcned not so rarcly that peoplc married following the injune-
tion of Paul, broadly, and yot had the firm intontion if thoy
could help it, not to have soxual rclations. And Kant explicitly
rojeccts this and, therefore, tho soxual organs havo to comec in,
That must be the corec of marriage., That is onc cxample.

Another is Kant's strict prohibition against rovolution, Under
all circumstances recvolution is an unjust act. Without going
inta. theg stion of the character of the tyranny - Kant omits
all: erations, Revolution is strictly forbidden.

volution has happencd, and a revolution which brings
v A ational and a more Just rogime, then one should

think that thesc criminals who hava brought this about should be

drawn and quartorcd and, of course, restoration of the old

rogimcs No. Kant docs not say this. In other words, he is

perfectly willing to condemn rovolution, but to also take them

in his stride. That is another point which always struck me.

And the third point is one which Nietsche has mentioncd occasion-
ally, That is what he says in his lator writing: religion
within the limits of purc rcason. He raisces tho quastion: Is
thore any cmpirical sign that therao: 1z somcthing good - good
meaning morally good, of course and not moroly nice = is thore
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any prrof of that? That there is a good principle in man?

Kant says, "Yes." And that is the fact that quite a few people
in countries other than France ~ say, in Germany - were enthu-
siastic - in the early days - about the French Revolution.

He says that: these people did not have any interest in the
Revolution. It did not bring fresdom to them, only to another
country. And yet what does this enthusiasm prove except the
wholly disinterssted enthusiasm and dedication to moral ideas?

Zvery scheool child knows now that most of these enthusiasts were
the German middle class people who were in exactly the same
position as the French middle class people.

Kant would say, and perhaps rights, that these thrce examples
are only lapses when he was in a more or less drowsy mood, and
surely do not refer to the core of his teaching. And there is
no position today - as far as Kant's teaching is concerned -~
which has not been affected by Kant, Even the positivists.
If you compare present-day positivism with British empiricism:
you see the difference immediately because the gspontaneity of’
reasoning which orders the sense data - the sense data do not: :
produce their own coming together and hitting each other, but
‘they arec brought about by a precsding organizing act - that,
of course, stems from Kant. Yos? -

Student: I wanted to ask with regard to the third section whe
ther the categorical imperative is mercly a priori. In the .
paragraph at the cnd of the section entitled, f the intores
attaching to the ideas of morality," he scems to say that the
proof of the existence of freedom and, thereforc, of morality
is that if we did not conceive of ourselves as being free, then
whenever we thought of some moral action wo would be contra=-
dicting oursclves by thinking of oursolves as, at the same time,
part of the world of sense and part of the noumenal world. Is
this not a kind of dcmonstration « 7

Strauss: Yes. Well, to some extent, Kant is - as we havc agrecd-
trying to goct a deduction of morality in thc third part, but

he fails. And he is unconvinecing not only to us, but to himself
as is shown by tho statements in The Critique of Practical

Roason whore he oxplicitly denies the possibility of what he

is attempti in the third part of the Foundations.

zé‘woﬁdering whéther‘there was not something con-
- demonstration after all. inaudible

Strauss: Kant would say that, for example, a sciontist who
beliceves that he can give a sciontific account of science, i.ce
that a biologist or psychologist could explain the phenomenon

of scienco in terms of his seiences, . That would be an absurditye
Kant would say novertholess: that - to use his language - the '
spontaneity of rcason ias essential to rcason and cannot be doduced
from any carlicr fact. That does not mean that moral reason, A
practical reason issues,ne¢cssarily in:the categorical impcrative.




Sceminar on Xant: Sessioh X
May 2, 1967

You state here on page 5 of your paper, "I think that it can be
shown that for Kant the fact that freedom cannot be proven or
explained is necessary to the preservation of morality itself,
that is morality rightly conceived.,” I think that that is
true, but the explanation which you give on the following
page does not quite satisfy me. It is possible that you mean
the same thing that I mean and did not express it quite clearly.
—>If there were we could know or would know the intelligible
world, the noumenal world. Then the knowledge of it would be
the highest possibility of man, But since we cannot know it,
and our only contact with it is the moral law, therefore,
morality 1s a fact., I do not know whether you meant it this
way. Yes? Good. That is Mr, 's paper.

Now for Mr, 's paper, You wisely refer to what Kant says
in the Critique of Pure Reason on what he understands by an
idea and, in particular, his reference to Plato's Republic as
an example., 1In this connection Kant proves thé wise words
that it is possible to understand a great man better than he
understood himself and that is what he claims regarding Plato,

Is Plato's Republic or the perfect commonwealth presented there
an idea in Kant'!s sense? XKant Says S0,

Student: I would think so.

Strauss: But Kant may err. He may have understood too well,
iece much to good for Plato.

Student: Well, it is really an interpretation of Plato because
if it can be taken as an ontological thing . « .

Strauss: I do not know what you mean by "ontological® but one
thing 1s quite clear: An idea in the Kantian sense cannot
possibly be confirmed or disconfirmed by experience., There is
no neced or possibility of showing the possibility of an idea
in the Kantian sense, whereas Plato in the Republic insists on
the possipility of instituting the idea, So that is one point
which isivery clear,

But the other question would be: Is Plato's Republic as pre-
sented in the Republic an idea in Plato!s sense?

Student: I suppbse that it wouldn't be necessarily,
Strauss: Why not?

Student: It is a very hard question: Just what are the ideas?
But I think that they are more basic than that.
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Strauss: In other words, the perfoct concept of the Repuhl ic
is figurcd out, constructocd in speech by Socrates and his
interlocutors. Ideas cannot be constructed,

Let us turn now to our readings. First I would like to remird
you of the question with which we are concerned in this courses.
The essays of Kant which we are going to discuss from now on
are contained here in the English translation with the title,
On History. So we are now concerned with Kant's philosophy of
history. And that is the difficulty from which we started,
The philosophy of history as such exists within Kant's horizon
obviously, but what is the importance of it for Kant? The
works dealing with this suject are not clearly a part of the
systems Why is that so?

If we look at the crucial moral teaching of Kant - of which we
got a glimpse at least - there is a categoric imperative which
addresses every rational being and, therefore, every man as

man regardless of time and place we would assume. The categoric
imperative is followed up by the postulates of practica} reasm,
two of which are God and the immortality of the soul. +*he _
other a life after death, a life in the ' other world, No
reference to history,

In other words, the concern with history seems to increase ‘
as the concern with life after death decreases, That would be-

& sufficicnt reason, perhaps, why Kant in this respect still

very old-fashioned regards immortality of the soul as more
important than philosophy of history. Yet there is a philosophye.
Why is this? What does the categoric imperative tell us? Act

S0 and soe. Vhere are we supposed to act so and so? In this
life, in this world,

And this action includes also politically relevant actions.

Therefore, to the extent to which certain politically relevant

actions are commanded by the moral law we must be concerned

with the outcome of these actions, i.e, with the human future,

So there is -~ although it seems to be in a Secondary fashion -

& neccssary moral interest in the philosophy of historye.

We will porhaps be able to say more about it after we have

read morec,
urn to tho essay on the Enlightenment., "What is

penty Kant asks, I think that today men would not

oiFarticles, but there are quite a few people who write

essays off "What is The Enlightenment?" meaning a historical

essay, What is that movement of the 17th and 18th century

which was called by Tom Paine "Tho Age of Rcason?" What is

this age? And Kant knows that he livos in such an age, In

8 way tho critiques - especially The Critique of Pure Reason

is the peak of the Bnlightenment bocause the instrumont of

Enlightonment, the tool of Enlightenment - reason itsclf -

is criticized by Kant., And, to that oxtent, Kant's Critique

Of Pure Reason may be said to be the peak of the Enlightonment.

I will remind you of very obvious things. What does the
Enlightenment. oppose? Suporstition. Fanaticism. Fanaticism
which acquirod only in the 18th century = I have not checkod
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on that - tho moaning which it has now. Originally a fanatic
was not an orthodox man. On theo contrary. s for
cxample. When he spoaks of the fanatics he mecans thoss
beople who defeor only to tho Holy Ghost and not to the Scrip-
tures at the same timoc. But I think that in tho 18th contury

"fanatic" acquired this general meaning wherc it ianecluded
especially the orthodox and not the sectarian people of the
inner light.

Now everything is to be called before the tribunal of reason,
"Bverything which means, of course, revalation included. And
it becomess quite clear from Kant's essay that the primary con-
cern is religion and secondarily only with politics. In Marx
too. So first is the critique of religion. Then comes the
criticism of politics afterwards.

That revelation is called before the tribunal of reason does
not necessarily wmean that the thinker in question is opposed
to revelation. After all, revelation may be reasonable and so
it survives the test by reason. Never forget the title of

a famous work of the Enlightemment, John Locke's Reasonablensss
of Christianity.

The key word of the Enlightemment in all the languages is
"prejudices." What they are striving for is liberation from
all prejudices. 4nd if we realize that we see who - as has -
often becn said -~ is the originator of the Enlightermment: the’
man who demanded this in the most ruthless manner. The libera= =
tion from all prejudices and, therefore, the doubt of every
previously held opinion. And that was Descartes - universal
doubte.

Now calling everything before the tribunal of reason means
also from the beginning that one should try to establish a
human society which is entirely according to reason. One must
question also politically all traditions. What Burke lator
called prescriptions, And in the more extreme meaning of the
Enlightenment it was understood that all men can be made
rational and, therefore, full members of a rational society
by enlightenment, that is to say by the right kind of education,
In this sense Rousseau's Emile is the most outstanding work
of the Enlightenment, Emile is exactly the case of an ordinary
fellow wltb:-ia brought up without any prejudices whatever, This
ourse, that he had to be brought up under very
oratory conditions where he could not be infected
e85y 1.e. ho had to be very well raised, I‘he—zrefore,
83t educations comes in only when he has reachecd puberty,
when he can accept religion in a perfectly enlightened, rational
manner and not from his mother where he would be wholly unsble
to criticize. ‘

A rational soclety. I refer hers to another classiec, to Hobbes.
Cpposed to the kingdome of darkness. Rational society,' so to
speak the kingdom of light, And by the kingdom of darkness
Hobbes means especially the Catholic church as well as Calvinism,
The rational = ciety requires, then, that there bo no established
church. A statec without an established church cannot be said

to have any religion, Hobbes says. So the principle of the
sccular state which permits religion as a strictly privato
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affair. But thc point is that the state as stato does not have
a rcligion,

The next step taken shortly aftor Hobbes's death by Pierrc

Bayh; around 1690 proves that a society of athcists is possiblo.
As far as I know that is the first time that such a thought

was cver suggested. Whether or not rcligion is to be cstablished
and what kind or kinds of rcligion depcnds upon tho sovereign
whose power ultimately derives from the individuals. He nover
rules in his own right, That would be supcorstition, the

divine right of kings. This ultimatoly derives from the de-
sirc of the individuals for sccurity or prosperity. His duty
thereforc is to take care of that scecurlty and prosperity, i.e.
not of their worship. That is not his business. That is Hobbes,
Locke and so on.

Another point in which the whole thought of the Enlightenment
is concentrated is that the sovereign - that is, the present
sovercign (that scems to be trivial, but it is cruciales If the
soverclgn were not the prescnt sovereign then the whole ballast
of the past would hamper the mr esent ruler, Whether the ruler
is onc man or a body of men doos not make any difforcnce. The
concopt of sovercign is indifféront to that distinction) The
‘sovercign is in no way bound by the past. Reason is completely
froe from all .thc cncumbrances of the past. And the cnlightened
sovereign - the soveorecign who has studicd Hobbes! Leviathan -
will, of course, bec wiser than all the wisdom of tho ages and,
thercforo, it would be absurd to bind him by medieval thingse.

These few points I thought that we should remember, One more
point which is perhaps more important than the previous points,
Thore was, of course, what was called rationalism prior to the
Enlightenment, cspecially in classical antiquity. Say Zpi-
cureanism which covers a grcat varicty of things. That is
surcly a rationalistic position. But two points which we must
never forget. In the classical doctrines, however radical,
therc is no notion of spreading tho lights of popular cnlighton-
ments What gives the peculiar character to the thought of the
18th century is the thought of the spreading of the propaganda
of popular Enlightenment,

The second.point is that in the classical parallels where reason

and tl .1 use of rcason, i.c0. science, is highly praisecd
thore ¥’ notion of the use of science for the improvoement

- of m ndition. No science for the sake of human power.
These ~the two crucial points and we will sce that somewhat

clcarer when we go over thoe Kantian osgaya..

Now lect us turn to-thoe Kantian cssaye. Tho definition at the
beginning. #Enlightenment is tho reloase from the tuselage for
which he himself is responsible. Now what does this mean?

Were, then, the first men capable of being enlightened beocause
they werc crcated perfect? This is not what Kant mcans as is
shown by the sequel., There cannot be enlightenment before the
undeorstanding is sufficiently devoclopeds Therefore, earlicr

men cannot, of course, bc held guilty for their lack of enlighten-
ment,



<~

Glven the proper dovelopment of tho understanding - and only
under these conditions - tutelage is a moral defect, The
categoric imperative comes in here, The categoric imperative
says, among other things, become enlightened, although that
needs a somewhat longish deduction.

This brings us to the question which Kant does not di scuss -

at least as far as I know. IS the categoric imperative truly
orderable to every man regardless of place and time, to earlier
men in particular,

Now let us turn to the third paragraph of this essay on Enligh-
tenment,

Reader: "For any single individual .to work himself out of the
life under tutelage which has become almost his nature . . "

Strauss: Let us stop here, Tutelage has almost become nature. :
The tutelage exercised, of course, by other human beings., It:.
cannot, of course, ever become nature. Why? Because man is.
by nature rational, '

Student: And free.
Strauss: Yes. Rational and free. And the next sentence..

Reader: "He has come to be fond of this state, and he is for
the present really incapable of making uses of his reason, for
no one has ever let him try it out,"

Strauss: So, in other words, man's inability to use his own
understanding is the fault of other men. What doses this mean?
These men are not enlightened themselves, I suppose, and they
are happy in that condition because they are beneficiaries

of the non-enlightenment of the others. You have here rudiments
of Marx very easily recognizable,

Reader: "Statutes and formulas, those mechanical tools of the
raticnal employment or rather misemployment of his natural
gifts, arc the fetters of an everlasting tutelage.”

Statutes." The German word reminds more
of the Greek word, « And "formulas,"
niform formulae established by authority, ecclesias-
political., And this is opposcd to the individual self-
legislation,

There a

In the next paragraph he says that the public is more able to
enlighten itself than the individuals. Why ?

Student: The individual lives only in a certain period of time,'
whereas the public is historical.

Strauss: Since Kant would never use such a phrase how would
you translate 1t in simple language?
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Student: Individuals in general would not be enlightened on
their own, but occasionally one man or two do get enlightened
and they can pass it on to the following genorations,

Strauss: In other words, there is a kind of tradition of
reasons This thought is not sufficiently developed by Kant,
Yet it is crucial. There would be two kinds of tradition,
The pre-rational tradition and the tradition of reason, i.e,
thoe scientific tradition,

Again he refers to the fact that the pre judices have been

planted by some man without making clecar what induced them to
do so.

He omphasizes here that a revolution cannot bring about frcedom
from prejudices. As such, reason would merely lecad to a now
sct of precjudices and not to frocdom from prejudice. So
freedom from prejudice cannot be accomplished by revolution,
but only by the cultivation of the minde.

Enlightenment, hc goes on to say, requires nothing but freedome
Freedom of the loarnocd men in their writings, If men were per-
mitted to write - and Kant doesn't add this bocause it went - e
without saying at that time - in the vernacular so that simple : ~: -
and non-lcarncd men who just can read can have access to thats
This is the only necessary and sufficiont condition of enlighten--
ment. FPublic discussion by competent people, not by teen-agers,
That is sufficient, ’

This lecads to an intcresting distinction where Kant uses torms

in an apparently paradoxical ways This written spoech of lecarned
men he calls the public use of reason, The private use of
reason is what you do, for cxample, if a burcaucrat uses his
reason in his office and says that a foolish law has beon

handed down to him, that is none of his business, He has to
obeys But in his capacity as a public man and as a learnecd

man - say as an economist - he can write a criticism of that

lawe. The most intoresting case, of coursec, is that of a
clergyman. Page 38.

Reader: "Similarly a clergyman is obligatoed to make his sermon
to his pupils in catecchism and his congregation conform to the
symbolk-of the church which he serves . o » He will say, !Our
church<fgfches this or that; those are the proofs which it
adduc o

Strauss: Kant goes very far here in avoiding this immoral act

of lying. 1If the clergyman always says, 'Our church SayS- e o o "
he docsn't lie. This distinction between I and Thoee has
frequently been uscd by hetoerodox writers before.

Now in the ncxt paragraph,
Reader: "But would not a sdciety of clergyman, perhaps a church

conference or a venerable classis . o « 88 having beon made in
an unwarranted and malicious manner."
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Strauss: In other words, it is impossible to lay down any
unchangeable dogma. And it is impossible for anyone because
the original destiny of man is progress and enlightenment,

Later on he speaks of another point which I would like to
mention here: that the freedom of scholars as exists in
Prussia under Frederick the Great is wholly harmless, Under
Frederick the Great everyone could write what he wanted even
against the King, surely against religion. One of his friends
for a long time was Voltaire as you probably know. This is
wholly harmless to public tranquility and the unity of the
comnonwealth., Why? Let us read the beginning of the last
paragraph.

Reader: "But only one who is himself enlightoned . . "
Strauss: Namely, Frederick,

Reader: " , , , is not afraid of shadows, and who has a numer-
ous and well-disciplined army to assure public peace, can gay?¢-

"Argue as much as you will, and about what you will, only obey
A republic could not dare say such a thing." —

Strauss: So Kant here takes the side of what was called en =
lightened despotism. This thought « that you can have the E
maximum freedom of speech only under the strongest govermmenty,
l.es absolute monarchy - goes back to Machiavelli and is :
implicitly rcasserted by Spinoza in his Political Treatise.
And wo find it in Kant too. How Kant will square this with
the Rousseauean and Republican heritage we must wait until

we come to his other writings to see.

Still, he goes on., Let us read the sequel,

Reader: "Here i1s shown a strange and unexpected trend in human
affairs in wh ich almost everything, looked at in the large, is
paradoxical, + . . which finds it to its advantage to treat
men, who arc now more than machines, in accordance with their
dignity." '

Strauss: So freedom of speech guaranteed by an enlightened,
abseolu rch fs the best preparation for a true republic.
: em freedom of specch they are becoming prepared
ightened citizens, and not by the practice of
kto enlightenment. A point of some importancoe.

Is there any pbint you would likec to raisoc. Yes?

Student: inaudibloe

Strauss: Yes, And especially he might have as a successor

one likc Frederick the Groat had, Very brilliant and with whom
Kant got into trouble, .

Student: Hec beocame a ropublican after that,

Strauss: T think that he was a ropublican from tho+day on
which he read Roussean ‘but he pried:somahOW'ta-mangge. :
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This writing on the "Idca of a Universal History from a Cosmo-
politan Point of Vicw" is based on ono premise which becomes
clear from the very beginning and that is the telecology of
nature, Naturec acts towards an end and, therofore - because

of this teleology of naturo - therc is a philosophy of history,
Or more precisely, the reasonableness of history is only one
part of the universal teleology of naturce. How is this con-
nected with Kant's moral philosophy as we have soen it? What
is the conncction between Xant's moral philosophy and teleoology
of nature? '

Student: In the Foundations ho speaks abou the development of
individualts (inaudiblo) required by the formation of a

categorical imperative which required that humanity always be

- treatced as an end,

Strauss: More precisely, yos?

Student: The popular proof of the categorical imperativg:...u.;

Strauss: No, Not a proof, Ho gives a type. Teleology of
naturo is a type of the moral law, Thereforo, ho can prosont:
for cxamplec our duty to develop our facultiecs as moant by, nature
for devclopment as an illustration of the moral lawe e

In other words, what Xant is discussing herec is the queostion::
Under what condition would history make sense? Would tha asecéun
of human deoeds throughout the agos make scnse? And the general
answer which Kant gives is: This history does not make scnse

if we look at the individuals and their fates. Thero is non-
scnsc bccausc the groatest men arc dostroyed and the crooks -

if thoy arc clever cnough - arc amply rcwarded. Thero is no
senso in that and that is the reason why we noed tho immortali ty
of the soul, i.c. a stato in which therec is harmony betwoon
hoppinocss and worthincss to be happy« This wo cannot expect
from carthly lifec at any time.

But the fate of men in this 1lifc makos sense if wo look not at
tho individuals, but at the human race, the human specios,

Student:

whon you say, "looking at the human raco," do you
23 timo 'S B

e “In all time,
Irst of the full determination of the phenomonon
of tho human will meaning as we have scon already from tho

- other writings which we have considercd, human actions as
knowable and as obsorvable are as fully dotermined as any other
phonomenon, The example which he gives is that everyone is
froe to marry or not to marry., It is no moral obligation in
this respccte But if we look at the statistical tables- we sco
that the frequoncy of marriago is as much subject to laws as
any other phenomcna, Kant thinks, of course, of the early
statisticians of the 18th century who have given this proof.



7

Yct thesc determined actions roveal an intention of nature,
Kant says. Now this intention of naturec cannot poseibly lie
on the phenomenal lovel alonc because there determinism alone
would be wvalid,

If we take a broad view; if we consider the play of the freedom
of the human will as Kant puts it here, then we may observe

a steady progress, though slowly developing original disposi-
‘tion of men, The individuals are unaware of that intention

of nature. And even if they are aware of it, they are in

most cases uninterested in it and, yet, nature, knowing better,
brings it about. Nature uses rules, one could almost say
anticipating Hegel's later phrase (but Hegel does not only
speak of the rules of nature, but also of the rules of reason
because the teleology of nature in the Kantian sense has in

the meantime lost 3till more of its power than it had already).,

In the beginning of the second paragraph, Kant says that this
plan which nature follows in the course throughout the ages

has something in common with what reasonable citizens of the
world would do, They would act according to an agreed upon
plan, but men as we are and as men always have been do not

act on an agreed upon plan. Nature forces them to act according
td her plan, '

The second proposition, Teleological nature is concerned with
the use of reason in the human race and not in che individuals.
Regarding the individuals what happens makes no sense. I said
that before, But with the human race it does meke sense.

Here you see the difference between morality and what the
philosoohv of history does, In the case of history nature acts
on the humen race:end not on the individuals gua individuals,.
What does the categorical imperative do? Whom does this
address? Individuals,

At the ond of the sccond thesis . . .

Reader: "This would destroy all practical principles, and
Nature, whose wisdom must serve as the fundamental principle
in judging all her other offspring, would thereby make man
alone a contemptible plaything,”

Strauss: - "This would destroy all practical principles," which
means, at-the very lcast, this progress of the race brought
about by nature over tho heads of tho individuals is necver-
theless morally required. The denial of